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PREFACE 
During the fourth annual meeting of the Board of Directors of 
the Council for Agricultural Science and Technology (CAST) in February 
1976, there was a discussion of some of the effects resulting from 
changes in the Board's membership. Several scientific societies had 
recently affiliated with CAST, increasing the Board's size to thirty-
five persons. CAST was now old enough that the normal rotation of 
positions meant some members were completing their terms and being suc­
ceeded by new appointees. 
It was in this context that Dr. J. M. Good expressed his belief 
that new Board members were handicapped by their lack of background 
about CAST. He had been representing his agricultural science society 
since the first annual meeting in January 1973 so had a good apprecia­
tion of CAST'S unique purpose and development. He proposed that new 
members on the Board be sent adequate information about CAST, including 
its history. The Executive Vice President responded that while 
considerable information was sent to the new Board members, no written 
history about CAST was available. 
According to the minutes of the meeting, it was then moved and 
seconded, by parties unidentified, that the Assistant Vice President 
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CAST Board was the seed idea for this dissertation. 
The founders of CAST have maintained an interest in this project, 
recognizing the importance of their innovation and that its development 
be recorded. They have encouraged the study to look in depth into the 
"why" of CAST as well as at the details of organization, structure, 
reports, and activities. 
CAST seems to have characteristics similar to those of a bumble­
bee. Both are creations which by usual standards should never have 
gotten off the ground. Engineers say the bumblebee is not designed 
to fly. Some agricultural leaders said the same thing about CAST: 
(1) The scientific societies would never work together, they were 
concerned only with the affairs of their disciplines; (2) The societies 
had no money to finance such a grand plan; (3) The agri-business 
complex would dominate the organization, thus ruining its chances for 
credibility; and (4) No one on the planning group was familiar with the 
national political scene nor knew anything about putting together a 
major action organization. If that were not enough, they also pointed 
out that others had tried and failed in efforts to solve the problem. 
Like the bumblebee, CAST proved the experts wrong by developing a 
credible reputation for achieving its goals. By the time the new 
* ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ TT^ «m ^ "O-v» «2 " C — % T/^ •»-> «5 C" C* ^ 4- o ^  n 1 fY O 
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history, CAST was established and ready for a take-off in potential 
growth areas. The men who created CAST had accomplished much in a 
relatively short time. This is a report of their efforts, and notably 
those of the man who provided the key leadership, Dr. Charles A. 
Black. 
Being an experienced research scientist. Dr. Black kept careful 
and complete records of every stage in the development of the innova­
tion, CAST. These and other CAST-related documents are the basis for 
this study. While all of the early participants in CAST are alive. 
V 
the decision was made to rely on the extensive written documentation 
as the basic source material. Interviews have been used to fill a 
few gaps. 
The primary objective of the study has been to record those major 
and many of the minor events which appear to have shaped CAST, and which 
indicate some trends for its future course. Most historical judgments 
have been avoided as the period is still very close at hand; they 
will come at a later time when these and other events may be put into 
proper perspective. 
The study is confined to a span of about five years, from late 
1970 through 1975, during CAST's formation and early institutionaliza­
tion. It was the period in which Black was the primary resource of 
CAST. Policies set in motion during this time led to expansion of the 
staff in 1976 but it is clear that the foundation prepared by Black 
and the others was well designed and constructed. 
I want to express my appreciation to the members of my committee 
for their interest in the development of this study: Dr. L. Glenn 
Smith, Dr. Larry H. Ebbers, Mr. James W. Schwartz, Dr. Arthur M. 
Gowan, and Dr. Robert L. Crom. They knew the reputations of the 
scientists involved in CAST and recognized the importance of documenting 
this significant development in agricultural science and research. 
A special acknowledgment is made to Dr. Smith for his continuing 
counsel, and for introducing me to the critical method of historical 
research through the writings of Dr. Homer Carey Hockett. 
The files of CAST have been made available without restriction. 
This unlimited access has been provided without any control over the 
resulting study. The vast collection of letters, notes, reports, and 
other documentation has been supplemented by the personal recollections 
of Dr. Black. He has reviewed the text for accuracy, though cannot be 
held accountable for errors; these are the sole responsibility of the 
author. In a sense, this study is the result of a two-year on-the-job 
seminar on CAST for which I express appreciation to Dr. Black, and 
then to the officers and members of the Board, and my associates of 
the staff. 
Dr. Stanley M. Yates of the Department of Special Collections of 
the Iowa State University Library has assisted the project, too. One 
of the many sidelights left unreported in the text is of Dr. Black's 
interest in history and of his leadership in encouraging agricultural 
societies to place their archives in the ISU Special Collections. The 
Library was early designated as the depository for CAST archives, and 
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The relationship between Iowa State University and CAST may be 
one of the most important elements of the story, yet is not well-
documented. Appreciation is expressed to Dr. Lee R. Kolmer, Dr. John 
P. Mahlstede, Dr. Norman L. Jacobson, and Dr. John T. Pesek, Jr. 
for sharing important information of this aspect of CAST through 
interviews. 
I am grateful to my wife, Beverly, for her support and counsel 
throughout this project, from the reading of draft materials to her 
vii 
careful listening and thoughtful comments on various concepts that 
might be included in the study. 
Ms. LaDena F, Bishop of the Graduate College Thesis Office, and 
Ms. Letha Osmundson, my typist, have been very helpful in completing 
the draft and putting it in suitable form. 
A debt of gratitude is owed to CAST, as my employer, for its 
adoption of a personnel policy that has made it possible for me to 
undertake this graduate program. It is my hope that this study, as 
well as the other reports and papers which have been produced about 
CAST during the past two years, will be considered a beneficial result 
of this policy. 
Theodore Hutchcroft 
Ame s, Iowa 
March 1978 
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CHAPTER I. 
"PEOPLE ARE THROWING ROCKS AT AGRICULTURE"^ 
Agricultural science in the United States became institutionalized 
in 1862 with the creation of the Department of Agriculture. The Com­
missioner was directed: 
...to acquire and preserve in his Department all informa­
tion concerning agriculture which he can obtain by means of 
books and correspondence, and by practical and scientific 
experiments (accurate records of which records shall be 
kept in his office), by the collection cf statistics, 
and by any other appropriate means within-his power; to 
collect, as he may be able, new and valuable seeds and 
plants; to test, by cultivation, the value of such of them 
as may require such tests ; to propogate such as may be 
worthy of propogation and to distribute them among agricul­
turists.^ 
Six weeks later. President Lincoln signed the Morrill Land-Grant 
College Act which provided for the donation of public lands for the 
creation in each state and territory of a college of agriculture and 
3 
mechanic arts. A quarter of a century later, the Hatch Act of 1887 
provided for the establishment of the state agricultural experiment 
stations.4 Both the Morrill and Hatch Acts were quickly accepted by 
the legislatures of the agricultural states. The Iowa Agricultural 
Experiment Station was created on March 2, 1888 at the growing Iowa 
Agricultural College, now Iowa State University.^ Other states estab­
lished similar institutions to take advantage of the federal laws. 
There were great advances in research and teaching of agricultural 
science within the U.S. Department of Agriculture and in the state 
agricultural experiment stations. A number of scientific and technical 
associations grew out of the work of the scientists in these cooperating 
2 
institutions, and over the years took on important functions of agricul­
tural education and research.^ Among the first was the Society for 
the Promotion of Agricultural Science, formed in 1880 for "the promotion 
of agriculture by fostering investigations in science applied to 
agriculture." The Society held annual meetings for the reading and dis­
cussing of original papers and consideration of plans for further 
investigation. It occupied an important place among scientific organiza­
tions for about twenty years; for a time it was the only society repre­
senting agricultural science broadly. With the development of the work 
of the experiment stations and of more specialized societies, its in­
fluence dwindled until in 1921 it merged into what is now Section 0 of 
the American Association for the Advancement of Science.^ 
Some agricultural science societies trace their beginnings to the 
last years of the nineteenth century, such as the Entomological Society 
of America which was organized in August 1889 as the American Association 
of Economic Entomologists. But it was the first decade of the twentieth 
of agricultural science: the American Society for Horticultural Science 
was organized in 1903, the American Dairy Science Association started 
in 1906, the American Society of Agricultural Engineers and the American 
Society of Agronomy were both founded in late December 1907; the Poultry 
Science Association, the American Society of Animal Production (now 
the American Society of Animal Science), the American Phytopathological 
Society, and the Association of Official Seed Analysts all were founded 
in 1908.® 
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The agricultural science societies were encouraged by the Depart­
ment of Agriculture and the land-grant institutions. They developed 
along discipline lines, tending to follow the operating pattern of the 
Society for the Promotion of Agricultural Science through annual 
meetings for the presentation of original research papers. 
The make-up and importance of the agricultural science societies 
to education and research was reported in the "Carnegie Series in 
American Education" study of the colleges of agriculture: 
A large part of the membership of many scientific 
societies dealing with subjects related to agriculture 
comes from the colleges and the USDA. Such societies 
have great influence in promoting communication and in­
formal cooperation.9 
As time went on, the societies assumed a large responsibility for 
the publication of research, a role formerly dominated by the research 
institutions.^^ A review of the first forty years of the American 
Society of Agronomy (ASA) noted: 
It might well be said that the publications of a scientific 
society are the society, for certainly they are the chief 
uciit^XL/xc V j. J.UO j. ^  o v ^ 
vitality. There are other evidences, of course, such as 
meetings and committee activities , but the publications 
of the Society set the standard by which it can be evaluated 
by others and surely are the determining factors in estab­
lishing and maintaining the prestige that the society enjoys 
in the scientific world. 
Publication in a state experiment station bulletin came to be considered 
by some scientists as a good place to get research buried, largely be-
12 
cause of their limited distribution. 
Scientific or learned societies came to be considered as a "group 
of individuals with a common background in a subject who are primarily 
concerned with expanding the knowledge of their discipline." They are 
4 
nonprofit, cooperative, voluntary organizations; academic credentials 
may be a prerequisite for membership, and many of them are concerned 
with the establishment and maintenance of professional standards such 
13 
as through accreditation systems. One noted agricultural scientist 
has summarized the situation this way: 
The agricultural science societies were created primarily 
to advance and disseminate knowledge and they have been 
remarkably effective in this regard. In addition, through 
the years, they have played an essential role in establishing 
a peer system of academic recognition. This system, and 
the opportunities for broadening personal acquaintance 
provided by the society meetings, have made the societies 
an important aid to young Ph.D.'s in career advancement. 
The evidences of achievement related to society activities 
are widely used by employers as a basis for decision on 
professional and financial rewards. 
These agricultural scientists were responsible for the development 
of hybrid corn and improved varieties of wheat, for improved breeds 
and types of livestock, for finding ways to control of weeds, insects 
and other pests, for more effective machines for the production and 
processing of food, and even for new types of foods never before 
 ^ A.A A _ ^  A* — 'm O * f o "V» c* 4— 4—  ^
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the centennial of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the Secretary 
of Agriculture could boast of "our attainment of a point where it is 
possible to produce enough so that nobody in the world need lack food 
and clothing. 
During the late I960's, many agricultural scientists became acutely 
aware that scientific fact was no longer of as much importance in 
national policy decision-making as they believed had been the case up 
to that time. The application of technology to agricultural production -
which had made Americans the best fed people ever — was being stymied 
5 
by new forces that were concerned with some of the other implications 
of technology on people and the environment. 
Time magazine described the situation in an essay on "Science: 
No Longer a Sacred Cow :" 
America's euphoric awe of science began to ebb with the 
Pandoran gift to mankind of the atomic bomb. Yet the most 
extreme expression of the nation's continued reverence for 
science and technology — dramatized in the tendency to call 
products "wonders" (as in drugs) or "miracles" (as in 
fabrics) or "magic" (as in electronics) — awaited the moment 
that a human foot first touched the moon. That feat, the 
President of the U.S. assured his countrymen, was to be 
ranked as the greatest thing since — Creation. After that 
exaltation, there was only one way, by the law of psycho­
logical gravity, for Sci-Tech's prestige to go,... 
The public today rallies, in its untidy way, around the 
notion that Hans J. Morgenthau put into words in Science : 
Servant or Master?. "The scientist's monopoly of the answers 
to the questions of the future is a myth." 
The fading of this mythology is the result of Americans' 
gradual realization that science and technology's dreamy 
wonders sometimes turn out to be nightmarish blunders. 
Detergents that make dishes gleam may kill rivers. Dyes 
that prettify the food may cause cancer. Pills that make 
sex safe may dangerously complicate health. DDT, cyclamates, 
thalidomide and estrogen are but a few of the mixed blessings 
chac, ail together, have cauglic che layfiian a singular lesson; 
the promising fruits of science and technology often come 
with hidden worms. 
The public's anxiety, anger and skepticism have been rein­
forced by the exposure of many remarkably human frailties 
within the halls of science. 
Agricultural science became a focus for much of the public criticism. 
The attack was lead by publication of such books as Silent Spring by 
17 18 
Rachel Carson and Hard Times Hard Tomatoes by James Hightower. 
Environmental activist groups were created, such as when the National 
Audubon Society helped launch the Environmental Defense Fund to carry 
19 
on its legal battles against DDT. 
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The Director of Michigan's Agricultural Experiment Station, Dr. 
S. H. Wittwer, believed the problem was one of getting agriculture's 
story to the general public. "We are in trouble where communications' 
efforts have been ineffective," he said. "Agriculturists, it is claimed, 
are locked in by a chemically-bound technology." He observed that, 
"Many scientists have achieved such an outstanding reputation that they 
are being judged by their contemporaries to be so wise that advice is 
being sought from them on problems outside their competence." 
Wittwer summarized the situation in this manner to a meeting of 
agricultural college editors: 
One hundred years ago it was not easy to sell science to 
society and "book learning" to farmers and legislators, 
but gradually the image developed that research was valuable 
to farmers, and they, in turn, influenced legislators and 
congressmen to support research. Today, however, people 
are throwing rocks at agriculture. Agriculture has a black 
eye. We are not accustomed to being in this position. 
Agricultural research is on trial. Its relevancy is being 
questioned. Science is said to have contributed to the 
deterioration of the quality of life and our environment. 
It is equated with technology and both are considered 
immoral.20 
The agricultural press was quick to sound the alarm, too. 
Progressive Farmer, noting that the ecological attack on agriculture 
stemmed primarily from its use of pesticides and fertilizers, said 
"There seems to be an organized effort to make agriculture the 
scapegoat in the great public awareness of the environmeni:al pollution 
problem." The editorial concluded: 
We hope all readers who are concerned about the continued 
use of such vital production tools as antibiotics, herbicides, 
pesticides, and fertilizers will inform themselves about 
their effect on the environment. No one in agriculture 
would knowingly do anything that would harm himself, his 
animals or other people. But neither should agriculture 
7 
allow itself to become the victim of the ecological hysteria 
that is sweeping the country. Get the facts. Challenge all 
obviously false statements. Demand proof.21 
Nine months later the same publication was editorializing "Let's 
Do Our Full Part in Improving the Environment." It called for the 
land-grant universities of the South and Southwest to "establish 
Environmental Institutes in their agricultural colleges or otherwise 
reorganized Extension, research, or teaching divisions, so as to bring 
the full force of these institutions to bear on the problem." Secondly, 
"All organizations devoted to agricultural welfare should develop 
constructive action programs to improve the rural environment. They 
should be based on research of our land-grant universities, and be 
sound, economical, and voluntary insofar as possible." 
"Agriculture will continue to be harassed by rash, emotionally 
inspired proposals of amateur ecologists which, if carried into effect, 
might well have disastrous effects on farm and ranch production and 
profits," the editorial continued. "The best defenses against such 
unsound legislative proposals are aggressive action programs. Agricul­
ture should not sit idly by and let people ignorant of farming and 
ranching go to Congress and state legislatures with proposals that 
will impose unnecessary hardships. They should beat the environmentalists 
to the draw by presenting their own proposals for environmental im-
22 
provements based on the best available scientific knowledge." 
The editorial spoke for many in agriculture who believed that the 
newly-created federal regulatory agencies were "activist," and were 
"staffed with lawyers who themselves are members of the new adversary 
culture. As a consequence, everyone in agriculture is in trouble 
8 
because regulatory agencies have considerable power that can be mis­
used. 
Generally included in listings of the new environmental-activist 
24 
agencies were the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)," the Occupa-
25 
tional Safety and Health Administration, and the Federal Energy 
Administration (FEA). It was reported that some twenty Federal 
27 
regulatory agencies were created in the 1970-1975 period. 
The primary concern of the agricultural science societies over 
the years had been the maintenance and improvement of their disciplines. 
They had not been a part of the informal system of communication 
tying together the Congress and the various institutions conducting 
agricultural research. There had also been formal relationships through 
the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, 
especially for the experiment stations and the state extension services. 
The system became overloaded after World War II when the total amount 
of government-funded research increased tremendously, but agricultural 
research became a small, insignificant part of the vhcle. The creation 
of the new agencies, in effect, bypassed the U.S. Department of Agricul­
ture which up to that time had been the primary governmental regulator 
of agriculture. The decline of rural influence in the Congress was 
probably a contributing factor, as were the huge surpluses of agricul­
tural products in the 1950's which seemed to indicate there was little 
28 
need for additional agricultural research. 
By the mid-1960's, some leaders of agricultural societies began to 
call for changes to meet the new needs of the country. Herbert H. Kramer, 
in his American Society of Agronomy Presidential Address in 1966, 
9 
specified as the third of three obligations of agricultural scientists, 
"to maintain close working relations with other workers in other 
29 disciplines who share similar objectives." Three years later, ASA 
President Werner L. Nelson called for improving the public image of 
the agronomic sciences. He urged members of the society to be in close 
touch with key groups in Washington, but said they should not act as 
30 
lobbyists. 
In February 1971, the President of the Weed Science Society of 
America (WSSA), L. L. Danielson, expressed some of the same concerns 
about the role of agricultural scientists. In order to insure good 
food and a good environment, Danielson said: 
It is our dedicated duty as scientists, specialists in 
agriculture, and equally concerned citizens, to protect and 
improve the methods of food production to insure the public 
health and welfare. 
We must not allow agricultural science and crop production 
to be downgraded as an object lesson, nor dare we let it 
happen by default because we have not done and said the 
right things at the right times and places, to inform the 
public of the serious consequences of misjudgment. The 
public cannot afford this ncr can '.;s as responsible citizens 
permit it to happen. 
A review of the scientific and technological research and 
training programs of other great nations and of emerging 
nations of the world indicates that a static condition in 
science cannot b e  maintained. A  nation that i s not ad­
vancing in science today is sure to be rapidly falling 
behind. Lapses in public understanding of the importance 
of science, and a lack of public support, may v;ell remove 
America from the vanguard of scientific and social progress 
in the world.31 
The agricultural science community was not alone in its concern. 
The President of the National Academy of Sciences spoke to a meeting 
of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, emphasizing 
10 
the need for public understanding of the scientific endeavor. Publica­
tion of the text in Science magazine led to a response from a New York 
Medical College biochemist whose suggestions for encouraging the major 
scientific societies appeared to be prophetic for the group then being 
organized by agricultural societies. Ward Pigman urged the societies 
to establish committees on public relations to have these functions: 
(i) close liaison with congressional committees and executive 
departments; (ii) establishment of arrangements for qualified 
persons to testify at hearings before congressional committees 
and the Office of the Science Adviser to the President; 
(iii) arrangements to answer unjustified attacks on science; 
(iv) the assembly and dissemination of information as to the 
current status of scieiice in the various fields and the pos­
sibilities of immediate applications; and (v) the organiza­
tion of many local subcommittees.33 
The recommendation concluded with the observation: "No single 
'voice for science' can exist but a host of 'voices' at national 
and local levels from all scientific organizations are needed to 
represent the diverse needs, opinions, and possibilities of the 
34 
various branches of basic and applied science." 
By mid-1570 a chain of events had oeeu set into motion that would 
startle the scientific community for its innovation and within a short 
time for its effectiveness : the Council for Agricultural Science and 
Technology. 
11 
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CHAPTER II. 
THE CHANGING ROLE OF AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE SOCIETIES 
The primary focus of the agricultural science societies was on 
their disciplines, but they also had a little experience in cooperative 
activities with others in the agricultural field. As early as 1911 the 
ASA was represented in a Council of the Affiliated Societies of Agricul­
tural Science. By the mid-1950's the Society held memberships and/or 
had representation on numerous intersociety boards and committees, 
including the Agricultural Research Institute (ARI) of the National 
Academy of Sciences (NAS); Division of Biology and Agriculture, 
National Research Council (NRC); Scientific Manpower Commission; 
National Science Foundation (NSF); Scientific Agricultural Societies; 
American Institute of Biological Sciences (AIBS); the Food and Agricul­
ture Organization of the UN (FAO); and several international and/or 
plant and soil science groups.^ 
These relationships appear to be similar to those developed by the 
2 
other agricultural societies. A committee on Intersociety Cooperation 
was established by ASA in November 1952 which led to the creation of 
3 
the Policy Committee for Scientific Agricultural Societies. The 
members were the American Dairy Science Association (ADSA), Potato 
Association of America (?AA), Institute of Food Technologists (IFT), 
Soil Conservation Society of America (SCSA), American Society of 
Animal Science (ASAS), American Society of Agricultural Engineers (ASAE), 
and the American Society of Range Management (ASKM), as well as ASA. 
The Committee was to study possible cooperative efforts to reduce costs 
14 
of publications and operational overhead. It soon became involved in 
promoting the effective use of agricultural scientists in military-
organizations as a part of the Scientific Manpower Commission ("a 
4 
participating organization of the AAAS"). Annual fees for the Policy 
Committee were $250.^ 
The deans of the colleges of agriculture in the Land-Grant uni­
versities were concerned that the potential leadership capacity among 
agricultural scientists was not being more effectively used in the NAS. 
A five-member study committee recommended, in 1968, the creation of 
a National Acadeny of Agricultural Sciences to take its place in the 
NAS structure along with the National Academy of Engineering.^ This 
was further evidence that agricultural science and scientists had 
suffered from the lack of a national organization to gain public sup­
port by communicating the importance, accomplishments, and needs of 
this field of science.^ 
The actions of the American Institute of Biological Sciences became 
a key issue in the minds of many agricultural scientists. Trie AI5S 
Newsletter of July 8, 1970, written by the President, Dr. George L. 
McNew, reported the organization had joined with the Federation of 
American Societies of Experimental Biology (FASEB) to form an 
American Biological Council (ABC). McNew reported that the U.S. Office 
of Science and Technology had asked the ABC to develop biologically 
sound policies on environment management, as an aid in steering administra­
tive decisions in budget-making and establishing federal policy. A 
panel of "ecologically oriented specialists" had been formed to study 
policies in environment management, under the chairmanship of a Past 
15 
President of AIBS, Dr. LaMont C. Cole of Cornell University. McNew 
suggested : 
that the pertinent agricultural society groups who have a 
contribution to make should advise him [Cole] of their 
interests before he completes the agricultural and land 
use panels on the committee. The demands for agricultural 
use of land area and the contributions of agricultural 
technology must be prime objects of the study.® 
The response for the ASA was the responsibility of its President, 
Dr. R. E. Blaser of the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 
University. As his term was soon to end, he discussed the matter with 
Dr. Charles A. Black of Iowa State University, the President-Elect. 
On July 21, Black wrote to Cole expressing interest in the proposal 
9 
and asking for more details. 
The same day, Black sent a two-page memo to the ASA Executive 
Committee which analyzed McNew's proposal and the "general problem 
of the unfavorable position of agricultural societies in comparison 
with the current favored position of the AIBS and the ABC. 
Black summarized the situation in this manner: 
We are now at a critical junction where we need to consider 
carefully the direction the Society should take in the 
future. Should we follow the leadership of the AIBS and 
strengthen them and us by throwing our full weight behind 
them? Should we remain aloof and continue on our own as we 
have been doing in the past? Or should we see what we can 
do to develop an association of scientific agricultural 
societies that perhaps can do for agricultural science what 
the AXBS arid tlie FA3E3 are doing for biological sciences?^^ 
Black waited, but never received an answer from Cole, leading him 
12 
to believe that agronomists were not wanted on the panel. 
While the Agronomy Society Executive Committee was considering 
the Black memorandum. President Blaser attended a meeting on August 6 
16 
at which the National Agricultural Chemicals Association (NACA) 
proposed appropriating $300,000 for a public relations program to 
counteract the unfair releases and concerns of the news media. Offi­
cials of the Entomological Society of America (ESA) and the Weed Science 
Society of America (WSSA) attended, as did NACA and public relations 
13 
representatives of two chemical companies. The plan was for each of 
the three scientific societies to supply persons who could write and 
speak with authority on various environmental and pollution issues. 
NACA would assist with writing and preparing materials to be made 
available to the scientists. Blaser asked that the proposal be dis-
14 
cussed at the Board meeting later that same month. 
Black quickly responded to the Executive Committee, asking that 
"we use a bit of restraint in reaching a quickie decision." He was 
against the NACA plan which seemed "to be following the natural tendency 
to use their [industry] position as suppliers of money to run the show." 
He understood the rationale of such a view, but concluded that "To 
develop an arrangement in which ladusLiry ireally did run the show would, 
in the long run, be disastrous to us, if not to Industry, because public 
confidence in us would be lost, and our traditional source of public 
support would fade away with the loss of confidence. 
However, the real significance of the Washington meeting was ex­
plained to the ASA Executive Committee in a second memo from Blaser, 
also sent on August 7. Blaser had presented to the ESA and WSSA 
representatives the concept of "A Unified National Body to Speak for 
All Agriculture." Actually, the project was not as grandiose as the 
title of his memo. Blaser had suggested that the three societies. 
17 
along with the Crop Science Society of America (CSSA) and the Soil 
Science Society of America (SSSA) (both closely associated with the 
ASA), invite other agriculture oriented societies to discuss developing 
a unified national body such as the National Academy of Agricultural 
Sciences. If the first response was good, there should be a joint study 
by the societies of the desirability and organization of such a unified 
body. This would lead to official action for writing of bylaws. ESA, 
WSSA and ASA were to meet in Washington on October 1 to report on the 
first reactions. 
The WSSA President, L. L. Danielson of the US DA Agricultural 
Research Service, sent a memo to his Executive Committee, on August 10. 
He described the discussions of the Washington meeting, then asked 
that their opinions be sent to him by September 10, promising to 
act in accordance with the wishes of the majority. His description 
of the meeting was more detailed than that of Blaser, and his outline 
of the proposed steps was more specific. Danielson referred to the 
proposed action as a Study Committee on Formation of a National Associa­
tion of Agricultural Scientific Societies. 
Again, Black quickly followed up the second Blaser memo, this 
time with a detailed explanation more than four pages long plus a one-
page list of 36 "Scientific and Technical Agricultural and Agriculture-
Related Societies of the United States." 
He began by referring to his July 21 memo, and repeating the sum­
mary list of options with regard to AIBS. He then noted that Blaser 
equated the idea of an association of agricultural societies with the 
National Academy of Agricultural Sciences, but that he saw it as an 
18 
independent organization (though there might be a connection). Black 
saw the Academy as having broader objectives, and might "be the front 
organization for dealing with government, and the Association would 
be the route through which the Academy would contact the specialists." 
Black's suggestions had been "dreamed up" before Blaser attended 
the August 6th meeting, and developed cooperatively with Dr. Warren 
Shaw of the USDA Agricultural Research Service at Beltsville, Maryland. 
Black envisioned a National Academy that would be "an actual physical 
organization that occupies space in Washington, has a paid permanent 
staff, including a knowledgeable and well paid man of stature," as 
contrasted with an association of agricultural societies that would 
be a "paper" association run on a shoestring by using presently estab­
lished organizations. 
He suggested a procedure somewhat different from that proposed by 
Blaser, urging the Executive Committee to issue an invitation to the 
presidents of the agricultural societies to attend a meeting to dis­
cuss forming an association. Prier to that session, 2 ccnzittee vculd 
draw up a charter so the presidents could work on substantive matters. 
The chairman should be a prestigious individual; Black nominated three 
outstanding Deans of Colleges of Agriculture. He believed such a chair­
man could help mesh the proposed association into the proposed National 
Academy, and that someone outside of agronomy would enhance the inter-
society flavor of the group. 
Black made three recommendations for implementing the plan; 
(1) the meeting be delayed beyond the October 1st date suggested by 
Blaser, (2) the invitations be extended by ASA, and (3) the meeting 
19 
be held without "industry people looking over our shoulders." He was 
willing to accept industry funds for the session, but said, "I feel 
strongly enough on the matter of independence that I would pay my ex­
penses out of my own pocket in preference to having the Industry 
T g 
sponsor the meeting, make the invitations, and pay my expenses."" 
During this period. Black was making other contacts to gain sup­
port for his idea. He described his strategy to Dr. H, E. Myers, 
Dean of Agriculture at the University of Arizona, and a co-author of 
the article proposing the National Academy of Agricultural Sciences. 
It was Myers who suggested that an agricultural dean serve as the 
planning committee chairman. The Executive Vice President of ASA, as 
well as CSSA and SSSA, Dr. Matthias Stelly, also counseled Black 
19 
on tactics for the establishment of the new association. 
An even more important contact was with Dr. Nyle C. Brady, Director 
of Research, and of the Cornell University Agricultural Experiment 
Station. They had become acquainted in 1955-1956 when Black was a 
visiting professor at Cornell University and Brady was the Head of the 
Agronomy Department. Later, the two had been associated in SSSA; Black 
was president in 1962 and Brady in 1964. In 1970 Brady was Chairman 
of the Agricultural Board of NAS-NRC. Bl&ck wrote on August 3 to in­
form Brady of the important development within the biological science 
20 
community. Brady responded enthusiastically, documenting the poor 
reputation of agricultural science in the NAS and suggesting that the 
Agricultural Board might be able to help establish an "American Institute 
of Agricultural Sciences." H e  noted t wo lessons l earned from h i s at­
tempts to gain recognition for agricultural scientists: 
20 
First, we must not fall into the trap of merely defending a 
system of agricultural production and marketing. Because 
we may have helped in the development and testing of pesticides 
to make agriculture more efficient, we should not become a 
defender of pesticides when other evidence indicates that 
by-products from the use of these are of grave concern to 
society. Likewise we should not be just a defender of the 
use of fertilizers because they happen to be effective tools 
in increased production efficiency. In other words, we must 
very clearly separate ourselves as scientists from the 
political and emotional involvements of the total agricultural 
industry. 
The second lesson I have learned is that we must place ex­
cellence at the top of our list of priorities. In so doing, 
we must be willing to accept criticism not only from the out­
side but from each other of not only our research work but of 
the system that provides us funds for this work.21 
Black responded to Brady on August 12, saying he was interested in 
the suggestion that the Agricultural Board sponsor ? rnceting of society 
representatives to discuss a possible organization, but asked that the 
offer be kept open until the ASA Executive Committee had discussed it 
22 
later in the month. 
The annual meetings of ASA, CSSA and SSSA the last week of August 
were in Tucson, and proved to be an important step in the creation of 
the new organization. Dean Meyers addressed a special session of the 
societies and stated the case for a National Academy of Agricultural 
Sciences. 
Black introduced the discussion of an association of agricultural 
societies to the Board of Directors on the 27th. He had arranged for 
Brady to interrupt his Colorado vacation to describe to the Board the 
situation of agricultural science at the national policy level, and to 
repeat his invitation to seek NAS authorization for appointing a task 
force to study the proposal and make recommendations for further action. 
21 
The significant functions of the proposed association were described 
by Black as: (1) Providing a single place to which government and 
others could address themselves where matters of agricultural science 
are concerned. (2) Providing an organization to speak for, and to 
promote the cause of, agricultural science, (3) Providing desired 
services to the associated societies, as done by the American Institute 
of Biological Sciences. 
Blaser presented an authorizing motion which was approved by the 
ASA Board: 
WHEREAS the problems and opportunities facing agricultural 
scientists are greater today than at any other time in 
history, 
WHEREAS these problems and opportunities demand inter­
disciplinary approaches and joint action among various 
segments of agricultural science, 
WHEREAS there is no available organization for cooperation, 
communication, and joint action among the various independent 
agricultural science societies, and 
WHEREAS there is need for a mechanism for agricultural 
scientists to cooperate and take action on problems and 
opportunities of mutual concern, it is moved chat the Execu­
tive Committee of the ASA be authorized to proceed to promote 
the organization of an association of agricultural societies, 
that the ASA Board of Directors be kept informed of develop­
ments and that no final commitment to terms of an alliance 
be made without the authorization of the ASA Board of 
Directors. 
It was further agreed that the ASA provide a limited amount of 
funds for travel expenses to the first meeting of an association of 
agricultural societies to ensure adequate representation from other 
societies. The stipulation was made that the funds would be available 
only to representatives officially authorized to speak for their 
• .. 23 
societies. 
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The Board action was communicated by Black to Brady in a letter 
on August 31. He urged Brady to establish an Agricultural Board task 
force "to consider the feasibility of forming an association of agricul­
tural societies and to prepare a charter if the answer to the feasibility 
question is positive." It was Black's understanding the task force 
could be financed by the Agricultural Board. His proposed second step 
was 
"to report the results of the task force operation to the 
presidents of all the scientific agricultural and agriculture-
related societies, to send them a copy of the preliminary 
charter (if such is produced by the task force), and to 
invite all these presidents to a meeting to discuss the 
proposed association and to get their ideas on ways in which 
the charter might be improved." 
Black urged that all societies be treated as equals rather than 
dealing with a select group at first and the others later. Bringing in 
all societies at the beginning of the decision-making process should 
avoid the possibility of anybody feeling like a second class citizen. 
Brady was asked to issue the invitations to the presidents of the 
societies on behalf of ths Agricultural Board. It expected this 
prestige would encourage the societies to cooperate, and avoid possible 
jealousy that would be unavoidable if one of the societies took the 
leadership. 
Brady sent a letter on October 10, 1970, in his capacity as Agricul­
tural Board Chairman, to the presidents of a number of agricultural 
societies. He noted the need for closer working relationships among 
scientists in the widely diversified disciplines oriented toward the 
solving of agricultural problems. He said several society representa­
tives had reported that no mechanisms existed which permitted ready 
23 
communication among agricultural scientists from different disciplines, 
nor for united action on matters of mutual concern to the different 
societies and to their members. To help the Agricultural Board determine 
the extent of concern by the societies over this problem, Brady asked 
for responses to three questions. Basically these were: (1) Is there 
concern among the members of youi society about the inadequacy of the 
procedures and organizations through which agricultural scientists 
can speak on matters of mutual interest? (2) Has this concern been 
expressed recently through formal action or serious discussion by the 
society's governing body? (3) Would you be willing to sit on a task 
force to evaluate the problem and suggest solutions for it? Responses 
were requested in time for the October 22-23 meeting of the Agricultural 
25 
Board. 
Black responded affirmatively to all three questions on October 13, 
again describing the actions taken at the Tucson meeting of the ASA 
, , 26 
Board. 
The Agricultural Board agreed to call the task force meeting on 
27 
December 18-19 in Washington. The invitation list was prepared by 
28 
Brady and the NAS staff. 
During the weeks in which the Agricultural Board was reaching its 
decision and making plans for the meeting, Black was also making 
preparations. During the month of October he conferred by telephone 
with ASA Executive Vice President Stelly about some of the legal 
questions of the scientific societies affiliating with the proposed 
association. Stelly reported that the ASA legal counsel said the 
Society could not give funds to the association if it was involved in 
24 
lobbying for the benefit of agricultural science. However, ASA 
members could be directly solicited for the new association. There 
would be nothing to prevent the association from distributing and pro­
moting the distribution of any amount of information based on facts — 
the kind of technical information scientists produce as part of their 
professional business. ASA could provide financial support for such 
29 
an operation. 
Danielson of WSSA was kept informed of the developments, and ap­
parently carried the ball for the formation of the association of 
agricultural societies at the follow-up of the August 6 meeting called 
by NACA.^° 
The information of the proposed association was spreading to other 
societies. The ASA President-Elect, Dr. J. Ritchie Cowan, was in 
contact with his Oregon State University colleague. Dr. W. A. Frazier, 
Chairman of the Board (Past President) of the American Society for 
Horticultural Science (ASHS), who communicated the message to his Board 
of Directors and requested they place the matter on the agenda of their 
31 forthcoming meeting. 
The ASHS Board, meeting in Florida in early November, agreed to 
work toward the agricultural science association. Frazier wrote to 
Black that he had heard no dissenting voice. The ASHS went on record 
favoring a balloting of the membership on the AIBS-ASHS issue, as well 
as some alternatives. Continued AIBS membership was approved until 
the formation of the new association. The ASHS President, Dr. James M. 
Beattie, had devoted considerable attention to the association proposal 
25 
in his Presidential Address, speaking of it in an affirmative and 
32 
strong manner. 
Black made sure to explain that he was not anti-AIBS; in fact, 
he believed that it had been doing a very good job for the biological 
sciences. He was complimentary of President McNew for "supplying first-
33 
class leadership to the AIBS." 
McNew had attended the ASHS meetings to plead the AIBS case. He 
was against the proposed agricultural association, feeling it would 
deal a mortal blow to AIBS. Frazier reported that McNew spoke strongly 
at the ASHS Executive Committee meeting in opposition to agricultural 
34 
societies organizing, but refrained from doing so at the Board meeting. 
Black believed that "As historical precedent, we can look at the 
evolution of the American Institute of Biological Sciences. The AIBS 
was formed under the National Research Council. Eventually the member 
societies of the AIBS voted to separate from the NRG, and the AIBS 
then established itself as an independent association of biological 
-35 
Frazier had been under pressure on his own campus. Representatives 
36 from the Office of the President as well as Dr. Roy Young, the Vice 
President for Research and Graduate Studies, spoke in favor of AIBS 
prior to and following the ASHS meetings. "The really important issue 
has been, is now, and will remain the question of general biology's 
real understanding of agriculture and those applied sciences which 
have the major task of the immediate servicing of agriculture," 
Frazier wrote to Young. He believed it was in the national interest 
for the agricultural sciences to become better organized. "We need. 
26 
desperately, a renewed faith in agricultural science, and a renewed 
understanding of agriculture's role in our nation. I believe the flame 
is being lit. I see sparks of improved leadership and I do not believe 
37 it will be denied," Frazier concluded. 
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CHAPTER III. 
TRANSFORMING THE IDEA INTO A FORMAL PROPOSAL 
Twelve societies were represented at the December 18, 1970 meeting 
in Washington, D.C. of the Agricultural Board's Task Force on the Role 
of Agricultural Scientific Societies. Six society presidents were 
there : 
American Dairy Science Association — J. K. Loosli, Cornell 
University 
American Phytopathological Society — Thor Kommedahl, University 
of Minnesota 
American Society for Horticultural Science — A. L. Kenworthy, 
Michigan State University 
American Society of Agronomy — Charles A. Black, Iowa State 
University 
American Society of Animal Science — D. E. Becker, University 
of Illinois 
Weed Science Society of America — L. L. Danielson, Agricultural 
Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture 
The American Veterinary Medical Association was represented by its 
Staff Director of Scientific Activities, Dr. W. M. Decker, while the 
other five societies had officers or other key members to attend : 
American Agricultural Economic Association — George Brandow, 
Pennsylvania State University 
American Society for Range Management — Robert S. Rummell, 
Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture 
30 
Institute of Food Technologists — Sam R. Hoover, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture 
Poultry Science Association — C. E. Howes, Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute and State University 
Rural Sociological Society — K. P. Wilkinson, Pennsylvania 
State University 
The American Institute of Biological Sciences was represented by 
its President, Dr. George McNew, and two others, including its Executive 
Secretary, Dr. John R. Olive. 
The Agricultural Research Institute, a unit of the National Re­
search Council (though it was soon to sever that relationship), was 
represented by its President, Dr. Edwin A. Crosby. He was one of two 
"industry persons" attending; he was a Vice President of the National 
Canners Association. 
The Agricultural Board was represented by its Chairman, Brady; 
the Vice Chairman, Dr. S. B. Hendricks, retired from the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture; and two members; Dr. E. H. Foster of the University of 
Wisconsin and Dr. H. L. Wilcke of the Ralston Purina Company, along 
with four staff members.^ 
Brady initiated the meeting by describing the role and purpose of 
the NRC, the role and functions of agriculture in the NRC, the problem 
of visibility of agriculture in the NRC, and the reorganization of 
the NRC into a structure better able to cope with societal problems. 
He said there were many opportunities for progress for agriculture 
between and among agricultural scientists and societies. 
31 
Hendricks presented a more detailed description of the agricul-
2 
tural activities in the NAS-NRC. He said the NRC may become organized 
along "mission-oriented" lines as opposed to the disciplinary lines 
then constituted. The NAS was against the Agricultural Institute being 
3 
proposed by the agricultural deans. 
McNew spoke for an hour, describing AIBS as a fine organization. 
He admitted that while agriculture was not adequately represented, AIBS 
was large enough to accommodate the needs of agriculture. He urged the 
4 
societies to "build bridges, not cut ropes." Following a review of 
the AIBS recommendations for changing the NAS-NRC structure, he told of 
the recent AIBS accomplishments. In his opinion, agriculture did not 
need a Washington lobbying organization. He summarized that there 
was room in AIBS to accommodate agriculturally-oriented societies. It 
would be a disaster for AIBS, and for the new groups, he said, for the 
agricultural societies to organize a separate group.^ McNew predicted 
that if a separate group was established, in less than ten years it 
would be trying to get together with AIBS and the fASÉB." One participant; 
summarized the McNew presentations as a "fervent pitch and strong case 
that AIBS can handle any problem the agricultural societies have. 
The three AIBS representatives left the meeting and the society 
participants presented their positions. Black (ASA), Kenworthy (ASHS) 
and Danielson (WSSA) spoke strongly for a new association. Black 
described the actions of ASA, CSSA and SSSA at their August meetings. 
Danielson said the WSSA Executive Committee had voted to support forma-
g  
tion of an association. 
32 
There were no strong statements against formation of the new group, 
though many of the societies were neutral to the idea. Loosli 
said ADSA was more concerned about other problems. Several representa­
tives said their societies were AIBS members but that they are questioning 
the value received for their payments. Wilkinson (RSS) and Brandow 
(AEAA), representing the two social sciences in agriculture, expressed 
interest in interdisciplinary ties, but indicated there had been little 
9 
discussion in their groups about joining the proposed group. 
Though present at the meeting as an observer, Crosby advocated 
the formation of an independent group. He agreed that AIBS served an 
important function, but could not serve agriculture.^^ 
Brady summarized the alternatives open to the societies : 
1. Do nothing 
2. The Agricultural Board take a more active role with the 
agricultural societies. 
3. Independent as a "loose" association of societies. 
4. Independent — an AIBS-cype organization. 
5. Institute — to include all organizations interested in and 
related to agriculture.^^ 
The official minutes of the session indicate that the group be­
lieved the greatest opportunity was in the last three alternatives, 
though the second should be followed in any case. An ad hoc committee 
was appointed to prepare a position paper on the last three alterna­
tives: Black (chairman), Becker, Brandow, Howes and Kenworthy, with 
12 
Crosby as a consultant. 
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Though there is no reference to it in the official minutes pre­
pared by the Agricultural Board, Black's notes include the item, "Idea 
13 
of agricultural group in AIBS voted down," 
To the advocates of a new association of agricultural science 
societies, the Task Force meeting had been a success. The pleas of 
AIBS had been rebuffed, and the mechanism established for moving ahead. 
The question was in the mind of at least one observer, however, as to 
how the ad hoc committee would proceed: "A statement drafted by the 
committee will be sent to all attending and some other agricultural 
societies. The committee began its task on December 18, 1970, but it 
14 
probably will be several months before the statement surfaces." 
"Hiat comment indicates (1) that the participants in the task force were 
not well-acquainted with each other, and (2) he had misjudged the in­
tensity of the problem as viewed by several societies and the desire 
of their leaders to quickly move ahead. 
The minutes of the meeting were distributed by the Agricultural 
Boài'u ill a Jâûu.âi."y 20, 1971 lettêi', wuich êûcloôcu â copy of the sug­
gested articles of incorporation and bylaws of the proposed "American 
Council for Agricultural Sciences, Inc."^^ 
The ad hoc committee immediately began its work, and by the time 
they left Washington near the end of the next day, they had drafted a 
constitution and bylaws of the proposed association. They decided 
the association should be established in the Washington, D.C. area.^^ 
Ironically, the first model for the organization structure was the 
American Institute of Biological Sciences.The objective of the 
American Council for Agricultural Science was to be the: 
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advancement of agricultural science and technology and their 
application to human welfare, such to be accomplished (a) by 
improvement of communication among agricultural sciences, 
and (b) improved understanding of the contribution of the 
agricultural sciences to the national well being, and (c) 
bringing knowledge of agricultural sciences to bear on problems 
of national and international concern, (d) promote unity 
and effectiveness of action among the agricultural sciences, 
and (e) to foster the relations with the biological and 
other sciences.18 
The membership would include societies , personal or individual 
members, and supporting and sustaining members. Each member society 
would be represented by one member on the governing Board of Directors. 
Provision would be made for the individual members to be represented, 
too. The Board would determine the bylaws and employ personnel. 
The officers — President-Elect, President and Past President — would 
be elected from the Board membership, and serve one-year terms in 
each position. 
The annual fee structure was suggested to be 25 cents for each 
member of a member society, $25 for an individual member, $1,000 for 
a supporting member, and $200 for a sustaining member. 
The member societies were defined to be "nonprofit scientific 
19 
agricultural societies." 
Black returned to Ames and on December 28 sent the Committee a 
draft of the articles, the bylaws, and a letter of transmittal. He 
20 
asked for their comments by January 10. A copy was sent to Brady= 
He had conferred by telephone with Brady on procedures with respect 
to the Agricultural Board. In Brady's opinion, it was not necessary 
for the Committee to submit its output to the Board for approval before 
21 
proceeding. Brady indicated the Agricultural Board would send 
35 
informational copies of the draft documents to the Task Force participants. 
He was glad the Board had been of some assistance "in providing a 
22 
forum." This left the Committee free to operate independently. 
There was enthusiasm for the results of the Task Force meeting. 
Danielson wrote Black, "I believe we have much support for a grouping 
of agricultural societies. I also have a strong feeling that the idea 
can easily become mired unless strongly committed individuals, such 
as you, and others from the various societies, keep up a steady 
..23 
pressure. 
Black expressed the same idea to Howes, another member of the ad 
hoc committee. "Our meeting was quite productive. We got as far as 
would reasonably be expected. Now we must keep things moving toward 
a conclusion of this organization effort, which is prerequisite to real 
24 
accomplishment." 
Through ASA Executive Vice President Stelly, Black learned it 
would be cheaper to incorporate in a state than in the District of 
Columbia. Crosby iûàicaced chaL Lue Washiûgtoii area was expensive as 
a site location, too. Black told the Committee about the experiences 
25 
of the ASA and CSSA getting Internal Revenue Sen/ice clearances. 
Revised drafts of the documents were sent to the Committee on 
26 
January 25 and February 12. At each stage, Committee members sought 
to improve the statutes. For example, Brandow was "concerned that the 
Council could become merely a respectable front or special pleader for 
the narrowly commercial interests of the agricultural industry." At 
the same time, he wrote, "some agricultural scientists seem completely 
unable to recognize any of the problems brought to their attention and 
36 
are unabashedly defensive of anything a farmer or processor does." 
He believed it would be unfortunate for industry supporting members to 
control Council policies, and "would be more confident that this would 
not happen if none of the money to support the Council came from 
industry 
Black emphatically agreed. He said supporting and sustaining 
meinbers were necessary to help pay the bills, but that control of the 
28 
organization had been put into the hands of the societies alone. 
Crosby noted what was an inadvertent change in the name of the new 
organization, from "American Council for Agricultural Science" which 
was agreed upon in Washington, to "...for the Agricultural Sciences" 
used in the first draft. In the January 25 cover letter to the Com­
mittee of the second draft. Black carefully explained the advantages 
for both titles , then instituted what was to become a characteristic 
for his administrative procedures. He sent the Committee members a 
ballot so they could express their opinions. On the same ballot they 
were asked to indicate the title of the "appoiated oIIiccL who serves 
as spokesman" for the organization as well as the "principal elected 
29 
officer." ^ 
Other changes at this stage were to adjust the statement of ob­
jectives to better conform with 1RS regulations, broadening the classifica­
tion of supporting and sustaining memberships, and expanding the Board 
of Directors to give member societies representation in proportion to 
. . 30 
their size. 
The second revision made provision for the Council to do research, 
though this was not actually envisioned; it was part of the convenience-
37 
wording used for 1RS tax-exemption purposes. The societies would be 
allowed to replace their Board representatives whenever they wished. 
And, the draft of the letter to presidents of societies was changed 
31 
considerably as a result of comments received. 
Even while spending considerable time in planning the new Council, 
Black was also serving as the ASA President — by itself nearly a full-
time job. He kept the Boards of Directors of the three associated 
societies informed of the developments since their discussions and 
32 
actions in Tucson. 
A major concern for Black was how the new Council could be funded. 
He saw the need to have significant support from private industry, 
though maintaining the control with the member societies. He turned 
to A. J. Adolfi, a senior public relations man with the Agricultural 
Chemicals Division of CIBA-Geigy Corporation. Adolfi had been instru­
mental in the August 6 meeting of NACA at which the ASA, ESA and WSSA 
33 
took one of the first organizing steps. He had also helped to raise 
funds for "hat wgs to become tbe Directory of Envxronmencal Scientists 
34 in Agriculture. Black sent Adolfi copies of the preliminary docu­
ments, then ackod for his counsel on "raising money to make the organiza­
tion go." He described how "Circumstances have propelled me to the 
chairmanship" but that someone with different qualifications is need to 
get the finances. For the association to get a good beginning, it 
would need as the executive vice president "an outstanding, experienced 
man who knows his way around Washington and who knows something about 
agricultural science," and two support persons: a good agricultural 
journalist and a receptionist-stenographer. The office should be close 
38 
enough to governmental offices in Washington to be listed in the local 
telephone directory and so the staff could get to all the important 
35 
places within a few minutes. 
Adolfi discussed the proposal with his colleagues, then shared 
with Black their skepticism in three phrases: (1) Is this just 
another organization? (2) The need for new faces. (3) The benefits 
of a Washington base are exaggerated and are purchased at a high 
price. Black replied that he was convinced that the agricultural 
societies would take part in the Council, which would provide services 
not presently available through NAS, AIBS nor the individual societies. 
He did not see that any member of the planning committee would "ever 
show up in the person of the executive vice president of the proposed 
Council." As to the high cost of the Washington location, Black was 
c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  ( a )  l e a r n i n g  w h a t  i s  n e e d e d  i n  W a s h i n g t o n  a n d  ( b )  d e ­
livering the goods to the decision-makers. He agreed with the economic 
sense of the need to be in Washington one week out of four, but did not 
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Black estimated to the Committee that establishing the Washington 
office would cost at least $79,000 per year for a "minimum operating 
organization." He expected it would cost $30,000 for an executive vice 
president, $20,000 for an agricultural journalist, $7,000 for a secretary, 
plus fringe benefits, rent would be $3,000, and about $15,000 would be 
needed for expenses. The Council might start with somebody who is re-
37 
tired, he suggested. 
On March 1, the Committee sent a four-page letter to Presidents 
of Scientific Agricultural and Agriculture-Related Societies informing 
39 
them of the plans for the Council, soliciting expressions of interest, 
and giving each an opportunity to make suggestions on the articles and 
bylaws. This letter may be considered the "position paper" the Committee 
38 
was charged to prepare when it was appointed in December. The ob­
jective was described as: 
to advance the understanding and use of agricultural science 
and technology in the public interest through such activities 
as (1) making agricultural science available for solution 
of problems of state, national, and international concern, 
(2) improving communication among the various branches of 
agricultural science, (3) increasing the awareness of 
agricultural scientists of developments on the national 
scene that may affect agriculture in general and agricultural 
science in particular, and (4) cooperating with other 
organizations in matters of mutual interest. 
The letter made these major points : 
(1) The Council was conceived primarily as an organization through 
which agricultural science could speak and could be spoken to, especially 
as regards matters of national interest that involved agricultural 
science. 
(2) The external output would be printed educational material to 
be made available to news sources and legislators. Once established 
in Washington and recognized as an "authoritative, unbiased source of 
scientific information related to agriculture, members of the govern­
ment will consult us...." 
(3) Trie Council would not be a super-society to sponsor meetings 
of professional societies; it would not interfere with the autonomy 
of the individual societies. 
(4) The Council would have "some of the character" of the AIBS 
but be a distinct entity. 
40 
In short, the Council would have no hierarchy of administration, 
would be agricultural, and would give quick response to needs for 
accurate information. 
The Presidents were asked to reply by April 15 with their personal 
judgment of their societies' interest and with suggestions for im-
39 
proving the Council documents. 
During the next several months, considerable time was devoted to 
responding to questions and inquiries. The March 1 letter was delayed 
in the mails, so many presidents felt they could not adequately respond 
by the deadline. Black also found that the original communication had 
40 
not given enough explanation. 
A second letter was sent to the presidents on April 13 to describe 
"The Place of the American Council for Agricultural Science." It 
stated that the headquarters office should be in the Washington area, 
and specified that "Supplying scientific information to the govern­
ment is education, not lobbying." It went into great detail to describe 
various Washington-based organizations, such as NAS, ARI, AIBS, and 
the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), to 
make it "clear that none of the organizations named is serving agricul­
tural science in the manner proposed for the Council." The deadline 
41 
for comments was extended to May 1. 
On May 3, the Committee sent the Presidents a three-page statement 
on the proposed Council with the suggestion that it be shared with the 
42 individual members of the societies. 
The responses were varied, but generally supportive of the concept 
of the new Council. The Dean of Agriculture at the University of 
41 
43 
Vermont, Dr. G. A. Donovan, was fully in support of the objectives. 
Dr. E. J. Frolik, the Dean of Agriculture at Nebraska, was "very much 
44 
in favor of setting up the proposed Council," 
There was a wide range of reaction among the societies. Only 
"limited interest" was expressed by the American Institute of Nutrition 
45 
as most of its members are concerned with health and medical sciences. 
Affiliation with the Council was a "serious matter for agricultural 
economists," Black was told, and a decision by the AEAA could not be 
46 
made until it had been fully debated by the Board in August. The 
Society of American Foresters decided at their Spring meeting in April 
47 
not to affiliate. 
The American Veterinary Medical Association decided not to join, 
but to continue to concentrate such efforts through ARI and the Agricul-
48 
tural Board. 
The President of the American Forage and Grassland Council (AFGC) 
was in "complete agreement" personally, and asked for additional copies 
ic n 
49 
June. 
The Executive Committee of the American Genetic Association was 
not in favor of joining the Council. As many of its members also belong 
to the ASHS and the ASAS, it was felt they could take part througjh 
those societies. 
The President of PSA, Dr. C. W. Carlson, said the Executive Com­
mittee varied from "lukewarm to extremely interested," and predicted 
that the poultry group would be interested in joining. 
42 
The American Society of Agricultural Engineers was interested, 
but the $1 per member fee was probably too high "in view of the possible 
52 
benefits, which are not yet clear." 
By May 12, Black could report to the Committee that thirteen 
societies were favorable, but that the ESA, AEAA, AGA and SAF were 
"not with us."^^ 
The AIBS leadership continued to oppose the new Council, though 
their tactics appeared to become more subtle. The new AIBS President, 
Dr. David E. Davis, had received copies of the materials distributed 
to the society presidents. In late April, he wrote to Black suggesting 
"it would be helpful if I could describe to you some of the trends of 
AIBS that might occur in the future." He invited Black to visit him 
54 in Washington. Black replied by asking Davis to call him on the 
telephone, as he did not expect to be in Washington again soon.^^ 
The Committee invited the society presidents to a May 27 meeting 
at Chicago O'Hare Airport to prepare the draft of the articles and the 
56 bylaws." Unlike the Washington niaeting, for ^ hich the Agricultural 
Board offered to pay expenses, the participating societies were 
responsible for their own travel costs. Thirteen societies were repre­
sented. Six of the society representatives had attended the Washington 
meeting five months earlier: Becker (ASAS), Black (ASA), Decker (AVMA), 
Hoover (IFT), Howes (PSA), and Kenworthy (ASHS). Crosby of ARI had 
also attended. There were different representatives for the ADSA 
(Claude Cruse, business manager), WSSA (D. L. Klingman, President, of 
Agricultural Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture), and 
the Society for Range Management (H. W. Pritchard, Executive Vice 
43 
President of the Soil Conservation Society of America, and also repre­
senting that group). Societies not represented at the Washington 
meeting but present in Chicago were: 
American Society of Agricultural Engineers — J. L. Butt, Executive 
Vice President 
Entomological Society of America — R. L. Gallun, Purdue University 
Crop Science Society of America — C. H. Hanson, President, the 
US DA Agricultural Research Service at North Carolina State University 
American Association of Cereal Chemists — F. H. Hepburn, the 
American Institute of Baking 
Soil Science Society of America — Ralph J. McCracken, President, 
North Carolina State University 
American Society of Landscape Architects — W. E. Rose, a commercial 
landscape architect from the Chicago area. 
ASA Executive Vice President Stelly also took part in the meeting, 
Three societies that took part in the Washington Task Force did 
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continued on the Committee, he did not attend the meeting as "my 
Society's attitude toward the Council" meant he would have to pay his 
own expenses. He was unable to get an AEAA member in the Chicago area 
. u. 58 
to represent him. 
The first item discussed was the title and general orientation of 
the proposed organization. Thirteen titles were considered. Descriptive 
words discussed included "natural resources," "food," "fiber," and 
"land use," as well as "agriculture." Another modification presented 
was "technology" as well as "science." McCracken moved that the 
44 
organization be known as the "Council for Agricultural Science and 
59 
Technology." 
Attention was then given to a clarification of the objectives to 
be stated in the bylaws. This was revised to be; 
The objective of the corporation shall be to advance the 
understanding and use of agricultural science and technology 
in the public interest, such to be accomplished by (a) co­
ordinating the efforts of scientific agricultural societies 
to provide information to the government and the public for 
solution of problems of national and international concern, 
(b) improving communication and promoting unity among the 
various branches of agricultural science and technology, 
and (c) cooperating with organizations representing other 
sciences on matters of common interest.GO 
This remained unchanged through the first five years of CAST's develop­
ment . 
Other actions taken by the Committee included: 
(1) Terms of society representatives of the Board of Directors 
were set at three years, with one-third of the terms to expire each 
year. However, society representatives were to serve at the pleasure 
of their appointing organization. 
(2) An eight-member Executive Committee was reaffirmed, to in­
clude the President, President-Elect, Past President, and four members-
at-large, plus the nonvoting Executive Vice President. 
(3) A schedule of society membership fees was approved, but not 
placed in the Bylaws (as this is a function of the Board cf Directors) 
1000 members or less $ 750 
1001 to 2000 members $1500 
2001 to 3000 members $2250 
3001 to 4000 members $3000 
4001 to 5000 members $4500 
More than 6000 members $5000 
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Special consideration was given to the Association of Official 
Seed Analysts, which does not have individual members in the usual 
society sense, and for the ASA, CSSA and the SSSA because of their 
multiple dues structure. CAST dues were to be determined on the basis 
of active, dues-paying members in a society. 
(4) A schedule of society representation on the Board of Directors 
was approved: 
100 to 2000 active members one representative 
2001 to 4000 active members .... two representatives 
4001 or more active members .... three representatives 
The meeting group decided that the revised documents should be 
sent to the societies as quickly as possible. A target date of July 1, 
1972 was set as the time for societies to make a commitment to join the 
Council and to indicate a willingness to pay dues for one-half year 
beginning at that time. The drafting committee was asked to continue 
their leadership activities until the formal organization could be 
activated. 
Crosby commeaded Black for his efforts Z O L  the Couacil, saying 
"he deserves a lot of credit for taking on these many tasks and I 
hops he will see us through, stay with us until we get this thing off 
the ground because it won't get off the ground without men like Charlie 
62 
Black, and we hope his university will back him up." 
Within less than one year, a small group of leaders of the agricul­
tural societies had conceived of an idea, moved it through a number of 
legitimizing steps, and were now ready to present a plan for ratification. 
While it would be more than another year before the organization was 
operational, they quickly set about circulating the documents to the 
46 
societies and securing their commitments. By the end of August, 
Black could report that six societies had voted to become members 
CAST; 
American Society for Horticultural Science 
American Society of Agronomy 
American Society of Animal Science 
Crop Science Society of America 
Society of Nematologists 
Soil Science Society of America 
47 
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CHAPTER IV. 
INNOVATION AND THE INNOVATOR 
The creation, development, and institutionalization of CAST was 
in response to the oft asked question, "Why doesn't somebody do some­
thing?" The idea of a consortium of agricultural science societies 
was not new, but in CAST it succeeded in a significant way for the 
first time. CAST was an innovation whose time was right.^ 
The characteristics of the innovation were complicated. 
1. The idea was new in the sense that agriculture science 
societies were not much accustomed to cooperating across discipline 
lines. Their primary purposes were to refine and manage their own 
affairs, a mechanism tying together their discipline peers of the 
universities, government research, and industry. As a rule they were 
not well-funded and often depended on volunteers to carry many of the 
leadership and organizational functions. Intersociety cooperation 
took time and money, both short commodities. Probably there were 
elements of rivalry, too, which restricted the ability of some 
scientists to look beyond their immediate disciplines. 
While it was possible to see that a need existed, the proposed 
solution was untested. It was hard for many scientists to understand; 
they could see it only as another Washington lobby group. 
2. The innovation could not be tried in parts. Each society 
had to make a decision to join or not to join. Enough societies had 
to join in order to underwrite the initial expenses to make CAST 
operational. 
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3. It was assumed the results of the innovation would be ob­
servable once it was functioning, but this would take time and money. 
It was nearly two years from the time the first six societies made 
their commitments to when CAST published its first multidisciplinary 
task force report. 
4. The idea was compatible with the existing values and past 
experiences of the adoption units, the scientific societies. The in­
consistency was that the scientists were not accustomed to taking 
leadership roles in public affairs education. They traditionally de­
pended on their employers — the colleges of agriculture, the agricul­
tural research stations — to publish and disseminate the results of 
their research so it reached public policy decision-makers. 
5. There was a relative advantage : The concept was superior 
to like ideas that had gone before (or were being discussed at the 
time), and the time was ripe for action. There was strong peer leader­
ship in the organizing committee. But the economic costs looked high 
for the societies. There had to be a relatively quick pay-off to 
maintain their interest and support. 
6. As the societies were the owners, they had accessibility 
to its decision-making process. 
Another factor unique with CAST was that it did not propose to 
provide services directly to the member societies (or even to their 
members), but would act as their agent in a new venture of public af­
fairs education and communication. 
The leaders of the movement were not the typical promoters of new 
organizations. If anything, they might be characterized as nonorganization 
53 
types. They were scientists more accustomed to the analysis of laboratory 
experiments than to working with the general public. They did not 
hold positions of high authority outside their immediate disciplines; 
two of the six members of the planning committee were department heads 
at their universities, three were top ranking professors without ad­
ministrative responsibilities. They were all currently active in 
leadership roles in their societies, representing a high degree of 
respect by their peers. However, society officers often serve one-year 
terms which means their influence on the groups' affairs may be short­
lived. And, they were not experienced in public affairs. They approached 
the problem from the point of view of the scientist, not of the politi­
cian. 
There is an old adage to the effect that "if you want a job done, 
give it to a busy man." Possibly this was the reason this group of 
scientists was brought together. Most were in the mid-fifties and 
near the peaks of their professional careers. They were not seeking 
to build a new empire, nor was it necessary for thesi to do so. With­
out a doubt, there were ample challenges open to them within their 
scientific disciplines to keep them occupied well past normal retire­
ment ages. 
Even when it is accepted that the concept of the innovation is 
valid, it is understandable that many knowledgeable leaders were 
skeptical of the societies' leaders'ability to bring it to life. Just 
two years after the meeting of the Agricultural Board's Task Force, 
one of the skeptics confessed to Black: 
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I was on the Agricultural Board when you presented the idea 
to that group and I counseled against going ahead simply 
because I knew you faced enormous odds. Even so, I gave 
you my personal vote of confidence in the form of a $10 
check simply because I think your cause is right and de­
serves support by agricultural scientists.2 
The names of many of the leaders in the movement have appeared in 
this report: Howes, the poultry scientist from Virginia; Kenworthy, 
the horticulturist from Michigan State; Crosby, the horticulturist-
association executive in Washington; Becker, the animal scientist 
at Illinois. Many others will be identified as the account continues. 
But throughout the story is the leadership provided by the man destined 
to be identified as "Mr. CAST," Dr. Charles Allen Black, the soil 
3 fertility scientist from Iowa State University. Not only was he 
among the group which conceived the idea of CAST, but it was Black 
who provided the energy and skill to translate an innovation into an 
active, effective institution. 
By his own admission, it would be difficult to imagine a less 
likely candidate than Black for the position of Executive Vice President 
of a major public affairs organization. He was nearing his 55th 
birthday at the time of the Task Force meeting in Washington. Most of 
his career had been devoted to soil fertility research, specializing 
4 in the phosphorus transformation in soils. His world consisted of 
graduate teaching and the confines of the soil chemistry laboratory.^ 
Black came to the Department of Agronomy at Iowa State in the 
fall of 1937, having recently received his Bachelor of Science degree 
in chemistry and soil science from Colorado State. He earned his M.S. 
degree in 1938 and the Ph.D. in 1942, both in soil fertility. He has 
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been on the ISU faculty since 1939, with the exception of military 
service in 1945-1946, an appointment as a Cornell University visiting 
professor in 1955-1956, and an NSF senior postdoctoral fellowship at 
the University of California at Berkeley in 1964-1965. He was made a 
Charles F. Curtiss Distinguished Professor of Agriculture in 1967.^ 
He is the author of Soil-Plant Relationships, now in its second 
edition.7 He developed considerable scientific editing skills by 
editing several volumes of the works of more than 100 writers on the 
g 
subject of soil analysis. He was honored by the ASA in 1957 with the 
first Soil Science Award. In 1962, Black became the President of SSSA, 
9 
and in 1970 he was the ASA President. He seemed to immerse himself 
in society activities during the two presidential terms. In fact, the 
change from research scientist to society leader has been characterized 
as "an absolute metamorphosis," and suggested to his colleagues that 
Black was capable of doing anything he set about accomplishing.^^ 
Black was widely known for spending more than the "regular week" 
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high standards. He had a reputation for working at things until they 
met his standards, and the more he worked, the higher his standards 
became. It was expected that a project would more nearly be perfect 
if Black worked on it.^^ The preparations for what became CAST are 
further evidence of this quality. For example, so the participants in 
the Chicago O'Hare meeting would be fully informed. Black prepared a 
detailed 21-page summary of the comments received about the proposed 
articles of incorporation, the bylaws, and the title and orientation, 
12 
plus a section of critical comments and responses. 
56 
The discipline of attention to detail and his concern for accuracy 
have been carried by Black from the laboratory into his daily life. 
He walks to work, a distance of about one mile, but which may be ex­
tended through sidetrips to the ISU library or other errands. His work 
day begins regularly at about 7:30 in the morning, one-half hour before 
Iowa State University administrative offices open for business. He 
walks home for lunch, then back to the office again between noon and 
1 p.m. His day at the office ends about 6 p.m., when he returns home 
for dinner. He usually takes a short rest, then works at home for 
about three or more hours. This is a daily routine, more or less for 
seven days a week. On this basis, it is obvious that Black has devoted 
more than two work-weeks of time to CAST during each calendar week 
period. 
Black now has little opportunity for hobbies, though does turn to 
them from time to time. Most of his photography since the early 1970's 
has been taking pictures of participants in CAST meetings. However, 
scenes of Colorado and the Iowa State campus provide additional cescimony 
to his camera skills. Thirty years ago. Black played the French horn 
with the Iowa State symphony, and he still likes to relax occasionally 
with the instrument. He took it with him on a CAST business trip in 
early 1977 to have an evening of piano and French horn duets with 
14 
former ISU faculty friends. 
The long working day means that Black is by himself much of the 
time. While he makes detailed notes of telephone conversations, often 
supplementing these with tape recordings, he uses a manual typewriter 
to prepare his voluminous correspondence and reports. He owns a similar 
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model typewriter so he can continue working at home. He has often 
said that typing was the most useful course he took in high school, 
and maybe even in college. Everyone is treated with equal respect in 
Black's correspondence; letters are started with a salutation to "Dear 
Dr. Jones," for example. Even long time friends are hardly ever greeted 
by their first name in Black's correspondence. The same rule is fol­
lowed in signing his letters, though it is not as unusual to find a 
letter or memo signed "Charlie" rather than the more frequent "Charles 
A. Black. 
Because of the nature of his research. Black has worked independently 
of much direct supervision, though he is respected as an integral 
member of his department.He learned to be rather self-sufficient, 
typing much of his finished correspondence as well as drafts, even 
though he had access to the Department's secretarial services. He has 
maintained his own files, too, carefully arranged in his own chronological 
system. Black systematically files with the tops of pages to the right 
side of the drawer so the staples are ac the top of cue page and so 
addresses of letters are easier to read.^^ 
Black has a full working knowledge of all the office equipment 
that is available to him, and uses it himself when the secretarial staff 
18 
is otherwise occupied or he is in the office alone. 
Black makes extensive use of the telephone. He answers his own 
telephone, and always gives first priority to its ring regardless of 
what else may have his attention at the moment. He believes this saves 
time, especially for the scientists trying to reach him on CAST matters. 
It is not unusual to hear comments from CAST officers — especially 
58 
presidents — describing lengthy conversations with Black held late at 
night, early in the morning, and on weekends. He often gets to his 
office after 7 a.m. to place calls to the East coast where people are 
already at their work. Similarly, he will stay late to call the 
19 
Western states. 
Black is the first to acknowledge that his early career did not 
prepare him for administrative responsibilities. As the volume of 
CAST work expanded, and more of it fell to Black, he had to learn hew 
to manage it. For example, he made an extensive study of methods of 
handling membership records and mailing lists in 1974 before deciding 
upon a computer card system with the I SU Administrative Data Processing 
20 
Center. 
Use of the telephone has helped Black to increase his efficiency. 
Unlike many staff executives of associations and societies, he travels 
very little, and then only when he believes it is absolutely necessary. 
He seems to prefer one-day trips which keep him away from his office 
duties fcr z cini=u= time. This precept is a part of his administrative 
style when he arranges meetings for CAST task forces and the Board. 
It was the reason for selecting O'Hare Airport for the May meeting in 
1971, "to save time and money." He arranged to use a United Airlines 
Red Carpet Room at no charge "through connections here." Chicago was 
a central location; participants could get there on an early morning 
flight and return home on an evening flight, so "we should be able 
to get the job done in a single day without having to incur the ex-
21 
pense of a hotel room." 
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Though not a trained administrator, Black's experience in the SSSA 
and ASA were invaluable to him in the development of CAST- It was 
during his visiting professorship at Cornell that he first met another 
soil scientist, Dr. Nyle C. Brady. This friendship enabled Black to 
call upon Brady in 1970 when, as Chairman of the Agricultural Board, 
Brady "was the only real national representative of agricultural 
science." Black was able to have Brady speak to the three societies' 
Boards in Tucson in 1970, setting the stage for the December meeting 
22 
of the Task Force in Washington. 
Black relied heavily on the expertise of Stelly, the executive 
vice president of the three societies. Stelly attended the May 1971 
meeting as well as the first interim Board meeting in March 1972. In 
23 
fact, he was a member of the Board which incorporated CAST. 
His ASA responsibilities put Black in contact with a public rela­
tions expert who was to be useful and influential in the development 
of CAST, John Paluszek. Through Paluszek, Black was able to gain 
was beyond his experience. Through his complete dedication to his 
research and then to CAST, Black had developed the habit of seldom 
reading daily newspapers or watching television. Paluszek was an 
important gateway to the media, for miscommunication of scientific 
fact was a major concern leading to the development of CAST. 
Paluszek was a staff member of Basford PR-Promotion, Inc. in 
1970, who was assigned to the National Agricultural Chemicals As­
sociation (NACA) account. He was a participant in the August 6, 
24 
1970 meeting attended by ASA President Blaser which led to CAST. 
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The agency also served some agricultural chemical companies who saw it 
was in their best interests to assist scientific societies. CIBA-Geigy 
Agricultural Chemical Company and the Basford agency provided ASA-
CSSA-SSSA "with very beneficial assistance during the annual meetings" 
in New York City in 1971, and were commended by the ASA Board. Basford 
has helped "in working with the press and the societies' public rela-
25 
tions manager." 
Soon thereafter, Paluszek formed his own public relations firm, 
which became Paluszek & Leslie Associates. He maintained the NACA 
account as well as others in the agricultural chemical industry. In 
1976 he became Chairman of the National Task Force on Environment of 
the Public Relations Society of America (PRSA), and contributed to a 
monthly column, "Environmental Update," to the Public Relations Journal. 
He was also named President Elect of the very large New York Chapter of 
27 
PRSA. 
Another important public relations contact for Black was William 
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was a former editor of the Farm Quarterly, a past president of the 
American Forage and Grassland Council (AFGC), and was a vice president 
28 
of Cook Industries when appointed AFGC Board representative. He 
encouraged Black in preparing news releases about the Board appoint-
29 
ments as well as informing the agricultural communications groups 
30 
about the new Council. 
Black soon learned that his new role was heavily involved in all 
phases of communication, again requiring great attention to detail 
to avoid offending sensitivities in high places. In mid-1975, a 
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letter addressed to a Congressional staff member was returned unopened 
with this unsigned note : 
ATTENTION: This letter is misaddressed. There is no such 
person as Mr. Carol J. Forbes. There is a Ms. Carol J. 
Forbes, and if you intend the letter to go to her, kindly 
address her correctly. It is offensive for women today to 
be addressed in male identified terms. 
While this may have been humorous to agricultural scientists, it did 
serve to alert Black to a problem area and to make him even more careful 
in addressing CAST correspondence to government officials, especially 
32 
those serving in the Congress. 
As CAST'S main output became the multidisciplinary task force re­
ports, Black was able to apply his experience in scientific editing. 
Often he was making decisions about their texts in order to improve 
them. He believes that editors are "so often arbitrary and so often 
wrong" that he works to avoid making the same mistakes. He consults 
frequently with John Heer, editor for the Iowa Agricultural Experiment 
33 
Station. 
It had not been Black's intention tc fcrr. an organization that 
would provide him with a job. He had not expected any of the planning 
34 
committee to ever become the executive vice president. When the 
hoped-for financial support did not develop, he took on added responsi­
bilities for the new organization. "We simply must get more financial 
support," he wrote a member of the Executive Committee. "This is the 
only way we can get out of the bind we are now in. Even with a private 
secretary, I shall still be overloaded by about 50% and maybe still by 
35 
as much as 100%." The same day he wrote a soil science colleague, 
"I must say that I wish I could get back to academic matters, but there 
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just isn't any other way at present. Our financial support has not 
reached the stage where we can employ the kind of professional help we 
need. We are gradually developing more financial backing, however, and 
I hope that within a year or two we can move out from the shadow and 
subsidy of Iowa State University." 
It is important to remember that when Black was getting CAST 
started in 1971 and 1972, he was also serving as the President of ASA 
(and then as Past President), and editing the Directory of Environmental 
Scientists in Agriculture, as well as being a research scientist and 
graduate professor at ISU (even though he had reduced his work load). 
It is customary for universities to encourage scientific societies by 
allowing their faculty members to use official time and resources for 
society leadership responsibilities. For most, including Black, this 
meant a contribution of personal as well as official time. As it was 
during his tenure as ASA President that Black became involved in CAST, 
there was never a major, formal decision about applying the same benefits 
37 
to CAST as LO societies such as ASA. 
Black kept in close contact about his CAST activities with the 
Head of the Department of Agronomy, Dr. John T. Pesek, Jr., who in turn 
kept the Dean of Agriculture aware of the situation. The ISU agricul­
tural college administration recognized CAST as being something of im­
portance and that Black's participation was a legitimate academic pur-
3 8 
suit. The newly appointed ISU Dean of Agriculture, Dr. Lee R. Kolmer, 
at first was sympathetic to the idea but skeptical that it could be 
developed. One visit with Pesek and Black early in 1973 convinced him 
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that it was on a solid foundation and that Black "could do something 
39 
like this." 
Dean Kolmer provided support for Black's work, maintaining personal 
responsibility for the decision. The Associate Director of the Iowa 
Agricultural Experiment Station, Dr. John P. Mahlstede, was designated 
by Kolmer as his liaison with CAST. Together they decided that they 
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would give their backing to CAST. Mahlstede was also a member of the 
CAST Board, representing the ASHS. 
The relationship between the University and CAST was developed in­
formally, There was nothing in writing about Black's declining academic 
work load and rapidly expanding Council activities. This lack of 
formal documentation seemed to work for mutual benefit, though there 
was full understanding by both parties. 
Of course. Black had the support of countless agricultural scientists 
throughout the country — as well as at his home institution. Similar 
subsidization for CAST was given by the University of Illinois when 
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bilities may not have been as heavy as those of Black and did not ex­
tend for as long a period, they were important in the 1972-1974 period 
41 
when CAST was getting moving. 
It seems clear that Black was the right man in the right place 
at the right time, for the concept of CAST probably would have remained 
another "good idea unaccomplished" without his assuming the responsi­
bility for making it into a viable, effective institution. His role 
may be characterized as that of a catalyst in a reaction, that agent 
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which under proper conditions causes or accelerates a change between 
42 
two or more forces or persons. 
The conditions were right for a change in the system by which 
factual scientific information about agriculture was presented to 
national decision-makers. Black may at first have appeared to be 
an unlikely candidate for such a major public affairs responsibility, 
but it is to his credit that the effort of the societies succeeded. 
At the time he became Executive Vice President, a predecessor as ASA 
President congratulated Black "on the tremendous job you have done on 
this activity in the past two years. No one but you could have got it 
43 
off the ground." 
Black was able to project his vision in a positive, practical way. 
Very early in the planning stages of CAST, he wrote to a skeptical 
president of one agricultural society: 
When one looks at a project of the magnitude of the develop­
ment of the proposed American Council of Agricultural 
Science from where we are now, a certain amount of faith 
is required, and a certain inherent urge must be felt to 
keep moving ahead, we cannot say at this stage whether 
the organization will ever be formed, and we cannot say 
whether, if formed, it will do what we hope. But I 
operate on the principle of the old adage that says, 
'nothing ventured, nothing gained.' If we don't change 
our ways and start devoting a little more of our time to 
educating the right people about agricultural science, I 
am afraid we are going to continue our downward slide, to 
the eventual detriment of the entire country 
65 
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CHAPTER V, 
IMPLEMENTING THE INNOVATION: JULY 1971-rECEMBER 1972 
The nineteen months from June 1971 through December 1972 were a 
crucial period for CAST. The plan had been developed, but for the 
organization to become a reality it had to be sold to the potential 
member societies, funding had to be developed, and the operational 
functions had to be more clearly defined. There was only one meeting 
of the organizing group, in March 1972, so the responsibility for main­
taining the momentum of the movement remained with Black. He carried 
on an extensive correspondence to inform key leaders about CAST as well 
as planning and conducting the first fund raising activities. He 
traveled throughout the country to meet with prospective member societies, 
often at his own expense. 
The proposed articles of incorporation and bylaws, as revised by 
the Committee at the May 27 meeting, were sent to the society presi­
dents on June 24. On the basis of this information, societies were 
requested to "proceed to reach a firm decision with your society on 
membership." They were asked to be prepared to pay dues for the last 
half of 1972 on July 1 of that year.''" 
An additional enclosure was a short "Prospectus"; 
xiic  ^ yutwvac liv. j_ X. jl o l.v/ 
agricultural science and technology on the national scene. 
The Council is proposed as a Washington-based organization 
that will coordinate the efforts of the national scientific 
agricultural societies to provide needed factual informa­
tion on agricultural science and technology to the govern­
ment and the public. In addition, it is to improve 
communications among the various societies by bringing their 
representatives together in the Council's Board of Directors 
and by providing to the societies a newsletter on current 
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developments in the government and private sectors that are 
of concern to agricultural science. The Council is to co­
operate with national organizations representing other 
sciences, as appropriate, to achieve these objectives. 
The scope of the Council encompasses the scientific and 
technological aspects of use of natural and industrial re­
sources to achieve genetic improvement and efficient 
production and processing of plants and animals for food, 
fiber, and esthetic purposes, with due regard for mechaniza­
tion and economics and for the sociological and environ­
mental implications of the systems involved. 
In keeping with the character of the societies, the purposes 
of the Council are educational and scientific, not lobbying. 
The Council is not proposed as an organization that will 
sponsor meetings of individual member societies nor is it 
designed to interfere in any way with the independence of 
the members. 
Several prospective member societies had communicated to Black 
their intentions not to join the new association solely on the basis 
of the materials distributed in March and April. For the most part, 
these were smaller societies not directly related to agriculture or 
having agriculture as only one of their constituencies. 
The summer of 1971 was a time of decision for CAST. 
Tl'ie Aiuêirlcâû Daxiry 3ci.ëucé AsâùCiati-ùû. met jlïi late June without 
its President having received the June 24 mailing. Black learned later 
about the lack of adequate information and the resulting lukewarm 
reaction of the ADSA Board. He took advantage of the situation to 
write to the ADSA President a five-page letter that responded to the 
basic questions which had been raised. This letter was shared with 
other society presidents, along with one to the President of the 
American Society of Agricultural Engineers who also had acted without 
3 benefit of the June 24 letter. 
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The basic concerns of the directors of prospective member societies 
revolved around the cost of membership and the question of lobbying. 
Black reiterated to the ADSA that CAST could not be a lobbying 
organization as this would jeopardize the tax-exempt status of the 
member societies. Even though not a lobbying group, Black said "the 
Council could affect governmental action by making sure that the members 
of the government have the facts from agricultural science that will 
provide a basis for reasonable decisions." As a "small, impecunious 
organization" it could still be effective by providing "a unique, 
high-quality product that is needed." He emphasized that "No one but 
4 
agricultural science can speak for agricultural science." 
Black then described his view of how the executive vice president 
would work (a) through a limited group of contacts in and out of govern­
ment, (b) keep in contact with developments involving agricultural 
science, (c) direct letter writing campaigns, and (d) prepare news 
stories for the general public on the contributions of agricultural 
science co tlie nâtioual welfare. 
ADSA was not alone in facing the problem of increased membership 
dues. Black obser^/ed, but said the proposed society membership fee 
was small when calculated on a cost per individual member basis and in 
comparison with the total funds needed to operate the Council.^ 
The two issues of cost and lobbying would continue through the 
early years of CAST, even when it was an operating entity. 
The ASHS became the first member society of CAST, taking official 
action at its annual meeting in Kansas, August 1-4, 1971. ASHS 
Board Chairman Beattie listed as the third of nineteen significant 
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items for the year "The Society's involvement in and endorsement of 
the concept and formation of a proposed Council for Agricultural Science 
7 8 
and Technology." Kenworthy sent the good news to Black. 
Black presented the case for CAST to the Executive Committees of 
ASA, CSSA, and SSSA at their meetings in Madison, Wisconsin, in late 
June. Each Committee recommended to its Board that it become a society 
9 
member of CAST. The proposals were acted upon at the annual meeting 
in New York City. The ASA voted to join on August 15^^ and CSSA and 
SSSA followed the next day.^^ 
About the time Black flew to Ottawa to discuss CAST with the Society 
of Nematologists, following the agronomy meetings, Becker was leading 
12 
CAST membership through the ASAS. The Poultry Science Association 
voted its approval on August 19, but Black was not notified until after 
13 
the August 31 memo was distributed. This made the first seven member 
societies; it would be five months more before the eighth was confirmed. 
Over a dozen societies decided not to join. Each had its own 
Animal Nutrition Research Council — The Board of Trustees decided 
it was not possible to join the Council. However, as nearly all ANRC 
members belonged to other societies, it was likely they would be 
represented. The Board Chairman asked for more information to present 
14 
at the ANRC annual meeting in October. 
Society for Industrial Microbiology — The Board of Directors 
voted on May 14 not to join since only a minor portion of SIM activities 
and membership related to agriculture.^^ 
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American Meat Science Association — As early as 1970, the ASMA 
decided not to join in the new association,^^ yet continued to consider 
the matter. Black attended the 1972 annual meeting, held on the ISU 
campus. CAST was the last item of business for the assembly which af­
firmed the Executive Committee's "no" recommendation.^^ 
American Association of Cereal Chemists — In mid-1971, the AACC 
was primarily concerned with fulfilling a building commitment with the 
American Phytopathological Society (APS), with which it shared administra­
tive services. The President promised to "keep current" on CAST 
18 
developments. The position was reaffirmed by the Board in May 1972, 
but they did agree to publish an article in Cereals Science Today en-
19 
couraging AACC members to become individual members of CAST. Black 
met with the AACC governing Board in Miami later in 1972, but again 
the decision remained to not join. The reason seemed to be the question 
of credibility, which Black reported was the first time it had been 
20 
raised by societies. 
AiucïriLCâii l 'IctcOirolûgical Society — TIic Board decided tlic dues 
structure was too expensive for AMS to join, though it wanted "to 
promote greater involvement of our profession in applications of 
21 
meteorology in agriculture." The interest of AMS's Committee on 
Agricultural and Forestry Meteorology was one of the reasons for 
changing the member society regulations at the next CAST Board 
22 
meeting. This allowed societies to join CAST on the basis of the 
number of their members in agriculture; in the case of AMS, less than 
23 
100 of the total 9,000 membership AMS became the thirteenth member 
24 
society in August 1974. 
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Potato Association of America — The Executive Committee decided 
on July 25 not to take action, evidently because of the high cost for 
25 
a small society. PAA's application for CAST sustaining membership 
26 
was approved by the Board in February 1976, making it the only 
scientific society to select this less expensive form of support of 
CAST. 
Genetics Society of America — Black attended the GSA meeting in 
Rochester, New York, on August 22, 1971, but the decision was not to 
join. The factors were much the same as for ANRC: not all society 
members were in agriculture and those who were would be represented in 
27 
CAST by other societies. 
American Society of Landscape Architects — The President said the 
Society would keep in touch with CAST through W. E. Rose, who had at-
28 
tended the May 27 meeting in Chicago. Two months later, the same 
official cut off the relationship saying "there was not enough related 
29 interest to warrant our becoming an official member." 
oûJLi. \_»oriSéirvâL j-Oi't Socj-éty of j.ca — Though m ^ 'symp&thy wzth the 
aims and objectives of CAST," the SCSA Council at its August 13 meeting 
30 
voted not to join as it was in a difficult financial situation. 
Society for the Study of Reproduction — The SSR had voted not 
^ . , 31 
to join. 
Several societies that had been a part of the early planning for 
CAST were slew in reaching their decisions about membership. Black 
and other members of the Committee devoted considerable energy to 
recruiting "reluctant" societies. 
74 
American Agricultural Economics Association — Kenworthy represented 
CAST at the AAEA meeting at Carbondale, Illinois, in August, The 
AAEA Board voted unanimously not to support CAST, but wanted to be 
kept informed of developments." Black thought he had nurtured an 
interest through the Association's new President whom he met at an 
ARI meeting. Indeed, excellent cooperation was given on the Directory 
33 
project. However, the AAEA Executive Committee in August 1972 again 
voted to maintain close liaison but not join CAST.^^ Black tried hard 
to bring AAEA into CAST, using every opportunity to encourage members 
to influence their leaders. Economists were often a part of CAST task 
forces, in fact, more of them were included than from any other 
35 
discipline. The AAEA has not joined CAST at this writing. 
Institute of Food Technologists — The IFT put off CAST membership 
36 37 
in early 1972. Black met with two IFT Committees in January 1972. 
In April 1972 the Institute's President confirmed "We certainly share 
the objectives of CAST," but there "simply is no way by which IFT can 
38 
June 1973, the IFT Executive Committee faced a choice of joining CAST 
or the recently organized Consortium of Nutritional Scientists. The 
39 
costs were about the same; they selected the Consortium. IFT did 
not join CAST until mid-1977 when it became the twenty-second member 
• . 40 
society. 
American Dairy Science Association — The ADSA continued to receive 
CAST materials even after its initial decision not to become a charter 
member. Black worked to keep all segments of the society informed. 
The matter was discussed at the 1972 annual meeting, and again a 
75 
decision was postponed. One facet of the situation was that various 
segments of the dairy industry had rather strong representation in 
41 
Washington througjh various trade associations. Black and ADSA 
President Jacobson contacted Iowa dairy industry representatives, while 
Crosby carried the CAST message to the Milk Industry Foundation and the 
42 
National Milk Producers Federation. Black and his successor as CAST 
President, J. Ritchie Cowan, continued to encourage ADSA leaders with 
43 information and invitations. In 1975, the Board of Directors voted 
six to two to affiliate with CAST without an increase in Society dues, 
44 but subject to approval of the membership by a mail ballot. The 
vote was successful and the ADSA became the seventeenth member 
• . 45 
society. 
Society for Range Management — The SRM was represented at the 
Washington Task Force and 1971 O'Hare Airport meetings, but shortly 
thereafter its Board voted not to join CAST, at least for the time 
b e i n g . A s  w i t h  a l l  t h e  s o c i e t i e s  t h a t  h a d  e x p r e s s e d  i n t e r e s t  y e t  
remained outside the consortium, Slack kept in contact with the currcnt 
SRM presidents. They were appraised of CAST activities of interest to 
47 
them, as well as being invited to observe Board meetings. While the 
SRM Board was generally impressed with CAST and favorable toward 
48 joining, they lacked the funds. SRM provided recommendations of 
scientists to serve on CAST task forces concerning range lands in the 
49 
Western states. Early in 1977, SRM became the twenty-first member 
- . 50 
society. 
American Society of Agricultural Engineers — ASAE took part in 
the Chicago O'Hare planning meeting. In November 1971, Black met with 
76 
the ASAE Executive Committee, but there was no action because of the 
society's budget problems. The ASAE President "was able to get across 
the idea that the society members should be allowed to make the decision 
if the executive committee could not do so."^" Even though in 1972 
the membership voted 1590 to 609 to join in a "straw vote," the decision 
52 
rested with the elected Board. The delays were for various reasons, 
as a "tight Society budget, uncertainty about CAST's tax status, 
skepticism about CAST*s ability to perform effectively on the Washington 
scene, doubts that CAST would be adequately financed, [and] a feeling 
that ASAE was becoming overcommitted in various liaison relationships." 
The Board believed "it had access to facts and circumstances not known 
53 
to members voting on this question." In the summer of 1974, ASAE 
voted to join CAST and was approved in July as the twelfth member 
54 
society. The Society promptly promoted its new affiliation with a 
question-and-answer interview article with Black in its magazine. 
Rural Sociological Society — The RSS was represented at the 
tt  ^  ^ 1* - —s ^ ^  m w i-tn o t>0' c o 
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Black attempted to maintain contact, sending RSS leaders a copy of his 
September 2 7 ,  1972 letter — a progress report — to fifteen societies 
that were not yet in CAST.^^ It was not until mid-1974 that the Society 
58 
began to show interest in CAST and to receive renewed attention from 
59 
Black. On February 2, 1975, the RSS Council voted to seek membership 
in CAST.^^ On April 22, 1975, Black wrote to the RSS President, Dr. 
Harold R. Capener of Cornell University, "the first letter on the new 
C A S T  s t a t i o n e r y  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  R u r a l  S o c i o l o g i c a l  S o c i e t y . T h e  
procedure was to become a standard practice for welcoming new member 
77 
societies. The annual RSS membership fee in CAST caused a difficulty, 
as CAST based its fees on "the number of active members who pay dues 
at the full rate" and made no distinction as to their place of 
62 
residence. RSS provided active membership for foreign nationals as 
well as Americans, but felt it should not be charged for the foreign 
members as the activities of CAST were not germane to their interests, 
63 
and as these members paid only one-half the regular fee. Black promptly 
64 
accepted the explanation and the payment. 
Entomological Society of America — The Society was represented at 
the first three planning and organizational meetings, but in June 1972 
Black was notified its Governing Board had decided not to become a 
charter member of CAST.^^ Black was convinced the decision was made 
without adequate information about CAST,^^ but his efforts to have 
materials published in the Society's Bulletin were rebuffed pending 
a future meeting of the Governing Board.ESA became the twentieth 
68 
member society early in 1977 following what is probably the most 
bitter intra-sociecy affiliation decision. An account of this is 
provided in Chapter IX. 
While many societies were debating the potential merits of the 
new organization and delaying their participation, or putting it aside 
altogether, there were groups acting to join. To a large extent, the 
delays were caused by the slowness of the democratic decision-making 
process of many societies, coupled with the fact that the members as­
sembled only once a year. An example of this was the Association of 
Official Seed Analysts (AOSA). Its unique membership situation — 
membership by seed laboratories rather than by individuals — had been 
78 
discussed at the May 1971 planning meeting,but it had not been repre­
sented in the preparatory discussions. The AOSA Executive Board de­
cided not to join in 1972, but to consider the matter more fully at 
the 1973 annual meeting.'^ The decision was made on June 14, 1973, 
and the AOSA became the second society to join after the charter 
71 
group. 
The first society to affiliate after the formal organization 
process was completed was the Council on Soil Testing and Plant 
Analysis. The official letter of petition was written on December 11, 
72 1972 and the CSTPA was accepted at the first Board meeting in January 
73 
1973. 
The eighth and ninth of the charter member societies were en­
thusiastic, but went through unfortunate misunderstandings in gaining 
their admissions. The American Forage and Grassland Council (AFGC) 
Executive Committee voted to join early in January 1972. Its president 
was Dr. J. Ritchie Cowan, who had already served as CSSA and ASA presi-
not familiar with the CAST dues structure, so told the Committee he 
thought the cost would be $300 to $400 when in reality it was then set 
at $750. The discrepancy was worked out by Black and Cowan, and AFGC 
74 
was represented at the next planning meeting. 
The Weed Science Society of America (WSSA) made its decision in 
February 1972 in time to become a charter member^^ but in the enthusiasm 
for the Society to become affiliated it had been overlooked that the 
decision was to join effective January 1, 1973,^^ subject to an af­
firmative vote of the membershipBy the time the error was 
79 
discovered, the incorporation was nearly completed. The membership was 
78 
favorable, with 98 percent voting to have the WSSA joint CAST. 
The decision of the American Phytopathological Society (APS) be­
came a focus of the AIBS concern for the threat posed by the creation 
of the new consortium. The APS had been represented at the Washington 
Task Force meeting but was not present at the May 1971 O'Hare meeting. 
Early the following August, Black reaffirmed to Kommedahl that AIBS-
79 
CAST situation was not an either-or choice. Crosby was to present the 
80 
case for CAST to the APS Board in Philadelphia on August 15-19, 
but his invitation was cancelled by APS, allegedly through the in-
81 
fluence of McNew, a former APS President. The new APS President, Dr. 
J. P. Fulton of the University of Arkansas, reported the Council had 
voted not to join CAST but had authorized him to maintain liaison. He 
said the APS was sympathetic with the objectives behind the formation 
of the new Council, but were "still puzzled over the relationship with 
AIBS." He said APS favored developed CAST "within the framework of 
AIBS," and had assurances that modifications were being made in AIBS 
to accomplish the plan. "It seems to us," Fulton wrote, "that a basic 
strength is indicated in a unified approach whereas a basic weakness 
82 is suggested in the development of a totally separate organization." 
Black's response was that the AIBS-CAST relationship should not 
be too puzzling: "There is no relationship." He then indicated that 
AIBS had indicated an interest in having CAST establish itself in the 
AIBS headquarters location. The organizing committee had not discussed 
any formal arrangement with AIBS, and had no authority to speak for 
the participating societies about such a possibility. He mentioned a 
80 
July proposal McNew made to Kenworthy suggesting an "application for 
83 
integration" into AIBS but said the Committee had no knowledge of 
84 
the assurances Fulton said he had received from AIBS leadership. 
The AIBS's new President, Dr. David E. Davis of North Carolina 
State University, seemed to leave the CAST negotiations up to McNew, 
though both had attended the Washington Task Force meeting. Black at­
tempted to assure Davis that "what we are trying to do is for agricul-
85 
ture and not against the AIBS, 
The exchange of correspondence continued through the fall of 1971, 
primarily between McNew and Black. There was a difference of opinion 
as to what action had been taken by the AIBS Board during the previous 
two or three years when the ASHS representative had proposed a division 
of agriculture. McNew claimed to have supported the idea, but Dr. Neil 
Stuart, the representative, told Black this represented a change of 
86 
view for McNew had opposed such efforts to fractionalize AIBS. 
Within the Committee, Crosby expressed the opinion that AIBS was 
recùguizirig the need to mend some fences to retain agricultural sccicty 
support. Urging that the Committee continue on its present course, he 
noted that AIBS was also concerned about the development of a Renewable 
87 
Natural Resources Center without their direct involvement. Kenworthy 
suggested taking a closer look "into possible arrangements that can be 
made with AIBS in housing the Council or just what the meaning for a 
88 
Division of Agricultural Science within AIBS would be." 
McNew continued to insist that AIBS could achieve the objectives 
which the agricultural societies had in forming CAST: 
81 
We believe we already have the vehicles that could be used 
most effectively in dispensing information to the public 
and in drawing the various societies together for common 
action. In short, all of us want the same thing but it is 
difficult to finance the effort and to gain a consensus of 
action that would please everyone.^9 
AIBS called a meeting in Washington on December 20, 1971 to discuss 
possible relations between AIBS and CAST. Brandow, Crosby and Black 
represented the Committee, with AIBS represented by Davis, Dr. W. Frank 
Blair of the University of Texas, the incoming President, and Dr. John 
Olive, the Director. The three from AIBS were an official committee 
of the Executive Committee to confer with the CAST Committee "on a 
possible affiliation that would be mutually beneficial." The session 
followed a meeting some weeks before in Urbana, Illinois, attended by 
90 
Black, Stelly, Davis and others. 
AIBS repeated its interest in maintaining relations with CAST, and 
presented three levels of cooperation: 
1. CAST would establish an office in the same building as AIBS. 
AIBS would rent space to CAST at cost, or CAST might rent directly 
from the owner of the building. 
2. CAST would hire their executive vice president and would as­
sign him to AIBS (in the sense that the USDA assigns one of their men 
to a university). 
91 3. cast would develop as a section or division of AIbS. 
The AIBS executive committee favored the third level of cooperation. 
Davis suggested that a draft of a written proposal would be ready soon 
for examination by the CAST organizing Committee. The CAST Committee's 
review of the proposal would go to the AIBS Executive Committee by 
82 
March 1 for their consideration, then be returned for possible submis-
92 
sion to the CAST member societies. 
Fulton attended the March 15, 1972 meeting of the CAST Organizing 
Committee, also held at Chicago's O'Hare Airport, Whatever advantage 
AIBS had gained by the December meeting seems to have been lost by its 
failure to follow through with the promised proposals. McNew had en­
couraged Fulton to attend the CAST meeting. While Fulton spoke out in 
behalf of the strength to be gained by organizing with AIBS, as opposed 
to forming a separate group, he was handicapped by not having the AIBS 
proposal in hand. "The consensus of the group was that no immediate 
need existed for action by CAST relative to association with AIBS. 
At such time as specific proposals may be received, they should be 
considered carefully. It was considered important for CAST to maintain 
93 
contact with AIBS and other organizations with similar objectives." 
94 
Fulton then prodded AIBS to find out why there had been no action. 
(It was later learned that AIBS Director Olive had been very seriously 
ill following the December meeting, thus was unable to prepare the 
95 
response.) AIBS President Blair wrote Fulton in mid-April the matter 
had been delegated to an AIBS-CAST relations committee, and that the 
96 
CAST Committee may have misunderstood what AIBS was proposing to do. 
The AIBS Executive Committee, at its May 26 meeting, "discussed 
the role of CAST in considerable detail as it relates to the structure 
97 
of the Institute." It unanimously passed this resolution; 
It was moved that in recognition of the interest of certain 
agricultural societies to form an association called CAST 
to represent their specific views of biological science, 
the AIBS should invite those societies to provide for the 
financing of an Assistant Director of AIBS for Agricultural 
83 
Science. The appointment of the Assistant Director to 
AIBS will be made by AIES with the recommendation of the 
agricultural societies concerned. It will be contingent 
upon societies providing sufficient funding to AIBS for 
this individual and such other supporting services as they 
may require. Furthermore, in order to cooperate to the 
maximum, AIBS will house in its current quarters the As­
sistant Director and a secretary at no cost. This accommoda­
tion is aimed at providing a more concerted representation 
of the agricultural sciences within the totality of AIBS.98 
Black accepted an invitation to the AIBS Executive Committee meeting 
August 25, 1972 to discuss the proposal, but said the CAST group could 
not discuss the proposal until its next meeting which would not likely 
99 
be before November. 
There was an "amicable discussion" on August 26.^^^ Dr. Robert 
Krauss of Oregon State University, new President of AIBS, was named 
chairman of a committee, including Crosby and Olive, to prepare a 
proposal acceptable to both groups. Crosby heard nothing from Krauss 
about a meeting.Krauss told the AIBS Board "the two groups have 
not been able to meet," then reported on CAST's organizational and task 
force activities. The minutes of this early 1973 meeting said Krauss 
expressed the sentiments of the AIBS Executive Committee 
by saying that the AIBS stands ready to help CAST when 
called upon for assistance and he stressed that it would 
be extremely bad for agriculture and biology should the 
agricultural groups disassociate themselves from the other 
biologists.^02 
The APS Council discussed CAST at its meeting, Fulton reported, 
but did not vote to join, though it may be moving in that direction. 
Fulton and the 1973 APS President, Dr. H. L. Barnett of West Virginia 
University, were co-authors of a discussion of CAST in the March 1973 
104 issue of Phytopathology News. 
84 
Dr. J, B. Kendrick, Jr., Vice President — Agricultural Sciences 
of the University of California at Berkeley, late in 1974 urged the 
APS Executive Committee to affiliate with CAST, and for APS members 
105 
to become individual members, too. 
In February 1975 the APS Council recommended to the Society's 
members that the group become a member society of CAST. During these 
deliberations the question of continuing APS membership in AIBS "quite 
naturally arose." It was decided to present pro and con statements on 
the two issues in Phytopathology News, then have the members respond 
by mail ballot.The procedure was amended to allow for discussion 
at the annual meeting, too, prior to the mail ballot. 
The ultimate decision of the membership was favorable to CAST: 
1,066 to 2,850 members voted (about 58%), with 620 in favor and 446 
against CAST affiliation.APS became the eighteenth member society 
in May 1976.^°® 
While the issue of AIBS and CAST was resolved by APS in favor of 
both groups, the relationship between the two organizations continued 
to evolve. Further attention is given to this matter in Chapter IX. 
The second threat faced by the Committee came from some of the 
deans of agriculture of the Land-Grant Universities. While there was 
strong support from leaders such as Myers of Arizona, Brady of Cornell, 
and Kolmer at Iowa State, there were two other current organizational 
proposals that had come from within the official Land-Grant organiza­
tion. The National Academy of Agricultural Sciences was one; the other 
was a proposal from within the Division of Agriculture to establish 
an office in Washington to advance the support of the activities of 
85 
the colleges of agriculture. The ISU College of Agriculture administra­
tion did not favor the Washington office proposal because of (a) the 
cost, (b) the duplication of current NASULGC Washington office activities, 
and (c) the duplication of duties with the four regional coordinators 
109 
of agricultural research. 
Black had made an effort to keep all deans and vice presidents of 
colleges of agriculture fully informed of CAST developments. An op­
portunity was provided for a CAST representative to speak to the Chief 
Administrators of Agricultural Programs in Southern Land-Grant Universi­
ties. Howes made the presentation at Williamsburg, Virginia, and seems 
to have been effective in providing an up-to-date review of the progress 
in getting the Council organized and underway. 
The concern which surfaced at that meeting was the heavy dependence 
to be placed on industry contributions for the Council's financial sup­
port. The chief spokesman in this regard was Dr. E. T. York, Jr., 
Vice President for Agricultural Affairs, University of Florida. He 
had served as Administrator of the Federal Extension Service of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture in the early years of the Kennedy 
Administration, so was familiar with the limitations of industry-
supported activities. Following the Williamsburg meeting, York 
wrote to Black: 
It is my understanding that one of the primary purposes of 
CAST is to provide an organization which can serve as a 
completely objective, scientific, and unbiased spokesman for 
the agricultural scientific community. If the organiza­
tion is structured as proposed and with the leaderships 
currently involved, I have no doubt that CAST can serve 
this role very effectively. However, I think the 
organization would be sorely hampered in attempting to 
carry out such a function if the major source of its 
86 
funding was from industry. And I don't suggest by this that 
industry would attempt to dictate to CAST what its policies 
and actions should be. However, if the organization is 
going to speak on legislative matters and be involved in 
the public sector in this way, I am sure it would be ac­
cused of catering to the interests and desires of its 
financial supporters. For an organization such as this to 
be effective, it is not enough for it to ^  "pure," it must 
look "pure" in every respect.Ill 
York admitted to being very sensitive to the situation because of 
112 
the recent publication of Hard Times Hard Tomatoes, an indictment of 
the Land-Grant college system being the handmaiden of the agri-business 
interests. He suggested considering "how the organization can be 
financed without resorting to support outside the educational-scientific 
community itself," including support from the Land-Grant colleges. As 
an alternative, the program could be of a "somewhat more limited scope 
and cost in the initial years at least until some experience is gained 
with it."^^^ 
York suggested a presentation on CAST to the Division of Agriculture 
at the NASULGC annual meeting in November, and offered to help Black 
make the arrangements. 
The Florida administrator also sent copies of his letter to his 
114 
counterparts throughout the nation. California's Vice President 
for Agricultural Science, Dr. J. B, Kendrick, Jr., wrote of his strong 
support for "the worthy goals of CAST" but agreed with York's view 
"that a heavy dependence on Industry's financial support will very 
likely result in a loss of creditability as an impartial spokesman 
in the eyes of the public and their representatives. 
Another opponent of industry support for CAST was Dr. Webster 
Pendergrass, Vice President for Agriculture at the University of 
87 
Tennessee, also chairman of the NASULGC Division of Agriculture. While 
extending his best wishes, he cautioned that the "effectiveness of the 
organization will likely be hampered by having to depend for support 
116 
on agribusiness firms." 
Dean Myers of Arizona, whom Black had often consulted in making 
the plans, agreed that York's "concern is well taken," but he believed 
"he has overly reacted to the problem facing the Land-Grant Colleges 
of Agriculture as a result of the publication of the report entitled 
'Hard Tomatoes, Hard Times' [sic]"^^^ 
Dr. Ralph J. McCracken of North Carolina State University had been 
closely involved with CAST as President of SSSA. He promised Black to 
get a reading on the current attitude of the deans at a forthcoming 
meeting of heads of agricultural experiment stations. He was not as 
118 
concerned as York or Pendergrass on this issue. 
The University of Hawaii's Dean of Agriculture, Dr. C. Peairs 
Wilson, endorsed the concept of CAST by applying for individual member-
-c o •xj v* ^ v _ f /-« /-s ^ o c ci ^ 1 ç» *- <-« 
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distribute to his staff. While not addressing the issue of industry 
support, he strongly endorsed financing by the societies though recog-
119 
nized this presented problems, too. 
The first response to the criticism of the financing plan 
t.i o o t« â Tntt XJ<^t.ya o • t.i 411 m*t ç» o •* **»»* 
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that the organizing committee had discussed the situation 
considerably before taking the action it did recommending 
the four classifications of membership, which included sup­
porting memberships and sustaining memberships without 
participation in governance. We also recommended the 
establishment of a maximum contribution limit; at which time 
my personal thinking was that with many small contributors 
CAST would not become entirely dependent upon maintaining 
any particular contribution. That it would remain free to 
88 
function freely for the good of all agriculture; which can 
only be attained through completely unfettered distribution 
of factual scientifically-proven information. I feel the 
structuring of CAST will permit this to occur, although I 
fully recognize the concern expressed by Dr. York (based 
upon his extensive experience) that efforts will probably 
be made by some to discredit our efforts.^^0 
Black was less concerned with the criticism; "I think we can and 
do appreciate their views. But I would like to see some real positive 
121 
ideas from them. So far I have received none." He felt the pos­
sibility of adequate financial support through NASULGC "is too remote 
to justify jeopardizing the Board, "if we let ourselves be dominated 
122 
by this fear of criticism we may as well give up." 
The controversy led Black to suggest an alternative means for ac­
cepting industry support. It seemed that industry contributions could 
be made to independent organizations such as the ASA's Agronomic Science 
Foundation, then turned over to CAST. The foundations would show up as 
the supporting and sustaining members. While the plan offered the 
advantage of anonymity for industry, Black felt it might appear CAST 
did non want anything to do with iadusLL'y members except to have them 
pay the lion's share of the bills. He asked the members of the Board 
123 
to provide some guidance through a mail ballot. 
Six of the eleven Board members responded, and all but one were 
favorable to funneling industry support for CAST through a foundation. 
The negative vote came from Dr. Gordon VanRiper, representative of the 
AFGC, and an executive of Deere and Company. VanRiper, who had re­
quested a major contribution from his company, got this response 
as to how it might be handled: 
89 
Deere is against the alternative mode of financing on the 
basis that it amounts to subterfuge. Deere feels that CAST 
is a legitimate organization that deserves support, but 
Deere is not interested in supporting any organization in 
which all deals are not obvious and visible to those who have 
a right to know.l^^ 
Black had made contact with two other personal acquaintances in 
industry, one a vice president for research and the other a lawyer-
public relations man for a large industrial group. Both agreed that it 
was preferable for their companies to give monies directly to recipient 
organizations. Appropriate safeguards to avoid industry control were 
acceptable. The foundation mechanism of support would mean an addi­
tional "problem of selling CAST." Black suggested putting off a final 
decision until after his meeting with the NASULGC Division of Agricul­
ture, though promised to make tentative arrangements for the Agronomic 
125 
Science Foundation to accept and disburse funds in behalf of CAST. 
Early in October 1972, Black sent a letter to about 1,000 agricul­
tural administrators throughout the nation inviting them to become 
individual members of CAST. He explained the attempt to develop an 
initial annual budget of at least $100,000 to start the Washington-
based operation in 1973. "We need your financial contribution, we need 
your name on the roster of members, and we need your talents to make 
CAST an effective organization," Black wrote. A strong commitment 
on the part of agricultural science was needed co support CAST's case 
126 in seeking industry assistance, too. 
Black spoke to the Division of Agriculture of NASULGC about CAST's 
development and its plans: (1) There were nine member societies and 
300 individual members. (2) The Directory of Environmental Scientists 
90 
in Agriculture was being distributed. (3) The plan was to hire an 
executive vice president and open a Washington office in January 1973 
to develop liaison with Congress and government bureaus and provide 
information on agricultural science and technology. (4) Radio messages 
and educational materials for schools were other projects suggested. 
He outlined the method of funding CAST, adding "One way you people 
could help, however, is by paying the travel expenses of scientists who 
127 
are asked to go to Washington to provide information." 
Though Black had hoped in his remarks to head off the discussion 
about the CAST financing method, York repeated his concerns in the 
comment period that followed. Bentley of Illinois also spoke, being 
most concerned with the importance of deciding what kind of image CAST 
128 
wished to create. 
Later the same afternoon, Bentley presented the Council of Ad­
ministrative Heads of Agriculture with a progress report on the National 
Academy of Food and Agricultural Science. The plan had failed to win 
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spoke strongly in behalf of CAST as "an avenue for presenting the 
agricultural research story nationally and one worthy of our support," 
and endorsed the funding procedure developed by the Committee. He 
concluded by recommending that the Council "indicate its support for 
129 
the functions CAST intends to perform." 
Black and Bentley exchanged a series of letters on their respective 
ideas of the functions CAST should perform. Bentley saw it as a public 
relations arm for agriculture. Black responded this was not why CAST 
91 
was created, rather that their "business is agricultural science, and 
130 
our capabilities are unique in this area." 
Black summarized for his colleagues on the Board his experience 
with the NASULGC Division of Agriculture: 
...no one came forward with any ideas as to how to finance 
CAST without help from industry. It is my feeling, there­
fore, that these people have had their chance to present 
ideas and to step forward with something positive. Having 
heard no ideas and no positive proposals, I infer that they 
have none.131 
In retrospect, this series of events probably strengthened CAST by 
giving it exposure at national meetings that might otherwise not have 
been available. It caused university agricultural leaders to give 
thought to CAST and how it could best be supported. As there were no 
viable alternatives to a limited amount of industry support, they ap­
peared to accept the judgment of the Organizing Committee and the 
scientific societies. As the new organization became operational, the 
support provided by the university administrators was important for 
they made available top scientists to serve on CAST task forces, and 
often paid their travel and subsistence expenses as well. 
The third organizing meeting was March 15, 1972, also at O'Hare 
Airport at Chicago. Black prepared six pages of "Comments on Agenda" 
for the members of the Committee and the Presidents of the nine 
societies committed to CAST: (a) membership fees, (b) membership re­
cruitment, (c) society membership fees and terms, (d) implications of 
132 
tax-exemption status, and (e) proposals of AIBS. 
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Seventeen persons were present from fourteen societies, plus the 
133 
organizing committee. 
The first item discussed was status of AIBS-CAST relations, which 
has been previously reported in this study. 
The membership fee structure was set at; 
Supporting members: $1,000 or more 
Sustaining members : $200 
Individual members : $10 
I t  w a s  d e c i d e d  t h a t  a  d i n n e r  m e e t i n g  w o u l d  b e  t h e  m o s t  e f f e c t i v e  a p ­
proach for soliciting supporting members, so an organizing committee 
was authorized. VanRiper was named chairman, with Becker, Crosby 
and Howes as the members. 
The Committee authorized preparing a brochure with a membership 
application to be distributed through the member societies to recruit 
individual members. Each society President would be asked to send a 
134 
letter to his members accompanying the brochure. 
the organization name, and immediate steps would be taken "to prove to 
1RS that the educational and scientific activities proposed for CAST 
are inappropriate for a 501(c)(5) classification but justify a 
135 
501(c)(3) classification." 
The Organizing Committee was disbanded and an Interim Board of 
Directors formed with Black as the Chairman. The Board included: 
Becker of ASAS, Bergeson of SON, Black of ASA, Carter of CSSA, Cowan 
of ASA, Crosby of ASHS, Danielson of WSSA, Howes of PSA, Kenworthy of 
ASHS, Olsen of SSSA, Stelly of ASA, and VanRiper of AFGC. As their 
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societies had not acted to join CAST, these participants disqualified 
themselves from the Interim Board: Fulton of APS, Guyer of ESA, 
Hepburn of AACC, Hildreth of AAEA, and Jacobson of ADSA. Crosby was 
136 
elected as Vice Chairman and Becker as the Treasurer. 
The dues structure for member societies was amended to make it 
more equitable for smaller societies. Organizations with up to and 
including 1,000 members would pay $1 per member with a maximum of 
$750. The schedule for larger societies was continued. Provision 
was made for scientific societies only partially in agriculture to 
determine their membership base by the number of active, dues-paying 
members in the section or sections dealing with agriculture (rather 
than the entire society). And finally, the minimum membership of 
member societies was lowered from 100 to 50, making it possible for 
137 
small societies to be represented on the Board. 
Black set about rewriting the articles of Incorporation once 
more, this time in accordance with the Iowa law for nonprofit 
corporations. Ke consulted with an ISU professer vith Isgal ex­
perience, Dr. Neil E. Harl, and at his recommendation, a Des Moines 
lai^yer, Mr. Charles Harris. It was Harris who handled the prepara­
tion of the papers for incorporation as well as the filing for 1RS 
138 
tax-exempt status. 
The revised articles of incorporation were considerably simpler 
than the 1970 and 1971 versions. In addition to naming the corpora­
tion, the articles (a) recorded the initial registered office and 
registered agent, (b) stated that the "corporation shall be organized 
exclusively for charitable, educational and scientific purposes" with 
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specific reference to section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954, (c) specified that several classes of members, including scientific 
agricultural and agriculture-related societies shall be set forth in 
the bylaws, (d) listed the twelve initial Board members, and (e) pro­
vided for the dissolution of the corporation. The sixth article specified 
limitations on CAST activities : 
No part of the net earnings of the corporation shall inure 
to the benefit of, or be distributable to, its members, 
directors, officers, or other private persons, except that 
the corporation shall be authorized and empowered to pay 
reasonable compensation for services rendered and to make 
payments and distributions in furtherance of the purposes 
set forth in Article Third hereof. No substantial part 
of the activities of the corporation shall be the carrying 
on of propaganda, or otherwise attempting, to influence 
legislation, and the corporation shall not participate in, 
or intervene in (including the publishing or distribution 
of statements) any political campaign on behalf of any 
candidate for public office.139 
The article concludes with a prohibition on activities not permitted 
(a) by a corporation exempt from Federal income tax under section 
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, and (b) to be carried 
on by a corporation, contributions to which are deductible under 
140 
section 170(c)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1974. 
The Board approved the revised articles by mail ballot. On June 5, 
141 
1972, Black reported to the Board that CAST was officially incorporated 
and he was applying for the IBS exemption. 
The Bylaws, which had been amended at the March 1972 meeting, were 
never formally approved by the Board of Directors of the new corporation. 
The first meeting, January 16, 1973, acted on the basis of the Bylaws 
as a given and took several actions to implement them.^^^ The first 
action to put them into effect appears to have been on August 23, 1972, 
95 
when Black asked the Presidents of the member societies to make ap­
pointments of their representatives to the CAST Board of Directors 
so the "next time we have a board meeting, a duly constituted board 
144 
should be present." References to the CAST Board members are in 
the Appendix. 
Black notified the Board on August 29, 1972 that the 1RS had ap­
proved CAST'S application. This was "of great importance," he wrote, 
and "should ease the minds of those who have used lack of 501(c)(3) 
classification as an argument for withholding their support from 
CAST."^^^ 
While the founders of CAST had not conceived it to be a public 
relations agency for agriculture, as was in the mind of Bentley and 
others, the Bylaws specified that one objective — though of lesser 
importance — would be "improving communication and promoting unity 
146 
among the various branches of agricultural science and technology." 
The organizing committee recognized the need to get the movement widely 
known in order to accomplish its new kind of extension work which 
was beamed in the opposite direction of traditional extension. 
One of the first public mentions was June 9, 1971 in the "Let's 
Tell It Like It Is!" column by W. J. Duffy, Jr., in the Daily Democrat 
of Woodland, California: 
IS THE SLEEPING GIANT AWAKENING? 
The Agricultural Board of the National Academy of Science-
National Research Council has appointed a task force to 
consider what scientific agricultural societies might do 
to improve the badly tarnished image of agriculture. This 
committee is s formidable one with leaders from most of 
the agricultural institutes and associations in the 
United States. 
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They are deeply concerned because agriculture is under at­
tack instead of receiving favorable recognition for the 
science based revolution that permits today's farmer to 
supply more than forty persons with better quality food than 
ever before. Hie constant barrage of investive [sic] is 
forming an inaccurate and adverse picture of all of agricul­
ture in the minds of urban people, who are in the majority. 
Agricultural science is doing practically nothing to cor­
rect this situation, and the above groups are organizing to 
see what can be done about it. It will likely result in 
the formation of the American Council for Agricultural 
Sciences that will effectively represent these groups in 
Washington and elsewhere and distribute news releases 
based on factual material of current interest. 
At the August 1971 agronomy meetings, Black met Gordon Berg, 
editor of Farm Technology and Farm Chemicals magazines. "We're going 
to be plugging your new organization," Berg wrote to Black in the 
first letter of a continuing correspondence.He claimed to have 
called for "a massive cooperative effort of all our societies in 
agriculture to educate the public" in a February 1971 editorial. 
"At the time the editorial was written, we were unaware that efforts 
were already being made to develop a somewhat similar organization'. 
T Jk* V r» ^ ^ 1 n ^ #3 ^ A O ^ f TJ ^ ^ ^ m m ^ A# 1m a V fT.T a ^ ma ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ mm ^ 
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working hard to get CAST moving. Time is of the essence." 
A "Presstime News Report" in Farm Chemicals reported on the forma­
tion of CAST as "Closing the communications gap." "CAST will be a fact-
collecting, fact-disseminating body and will act as spokesman for 
agriculture on the national scene. 
These two mentions resulted in lots of requests for infomation 
about CAST. 
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While Crosby thought the fall of 1971 was "a little early to 
stimulate too much interest" among potential supporters and members, he 
inserted a four-paragraph story in the NCA Newsletter 
This mention seems to have led to items in four USDA publications: 
A paragraph on "Nat'1 Council for Ag. Science & Technology" in the 
152 
Farm Broadcasters Letter; a three-paragraph statement in the Extension 
153 
Service Administrator's Green Letter; a two-paragraph item in the 
154 
USDA Employee Newsletter; and an editorial, "A new voice," in the 
Extension Service Review. 
Late in January 1972, Black wrote to the Committee, "Gentlemen, 
the society side of the picture encourages me." They were doing as 
well as could be expected. "The next big hurdle is going to be that of 
obtaining sufficient financial support outside the societies. I hope 
the outcome of this endeavor.. .will turn out as satisfactorily as 
our efforts with the societies. 
The Interim Board had agreed to give priority to soliciting individual 
members through the member societies . within two weeks Black asked 
their critical and constructive comments on three items : (a) a member­
ship application form, (b) a brochure "to set forth a few salient facts 
about CAST as an eye-catcher," and (c) a longer dissertation for those 
persons who wanted to leam more.^^^ 
Black arranged for the ASA to print the materials for CAST, then 
distribute the bulk supplies to the member societies. A total of 
158 
25,000 copies of each of the three items was authorized. 
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Several drafts of cover letters were prepared for use by the various 
159 
member society Presidents. The printed materials were ready for 
distribution by mid-August 
The multi-colored brochure carried this message in large-size 
type : 
CAST is — an organization of scientific agricultural and 
agriculture-related societies, individual members, and sup­
porting and sustaining members from industries and founda­
tions . 
CAST is — an organization designed to disseminate facts 
about agricultural science and technology for the solution of 
current and future problems of public concern. 
CAST will — develop an information center in Washington. 
D.C., to make its scientific members effective sources of 
information for the news media, the government, and the 
public, including schools. 
CAST will — produce public educational projects such as 
publications, radio programs, movies, and television 
programs. 
The PUBLIC RESPONSIBILITY of agricultural science is YOUR 
AFFAIR. For more details, read the enclosure on CAST. 
Then buy your share of the VOICE OF AGRICULTURAL SCIENCE 
in the nation's capitol. Complete the membership applica-
cxuLi c&itLi uicixj. xu uvuay , 
The Council for Agricultural Science and Technology — CAST 
...your stake in public responsibility.^^l 
The Presidents of ASA, CSSA and SSSA sent a joint letter of invita-
162 
tion to their members. The President of ASHS sent a similar mes-
163 
sage to his Society. It was not until December that the mailing 
164 
went to WSSA members. 
In his talk to the Land-Grant's Division of Agriculture, Black 
was able to report 300 individual members.By the end of the year 
the number was more than 500. 
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There was no effort to recruit sustaining members (trade associa­
tions) until 1973 as the membership fees for that classification had 
^ ^ 167 
not been set. 
The preparations for soliciting supporting (corporate) membership 
received a lot of attention from the Board in 1972. Of course, this 
had been the focus of the criticism from the university agriculture 
administrators. The primary effort was through VanRiper's Committee 
on Obtaining Industrial Support which held its first meeting in Moline, 
Illinois, on April 15, 1972.^^^ 
Early in July VanRiper was able to report that Deere and Company 
had agreed to sponsor the meeting with industry presidents that had 
been proposed at the March 15 meeting. Black told the Board this was 
an extremely important step forward for CAST, for it signified to in­
dustry presidents "that one of the big boys has a conmitment to CAST 
and is willing to go to some trouble to see that CAST becomes a suc-
cess."^^^ There were numerous delays, however, until the dates were 
set. Once this was doue. Black used the telephone to arrange for 
Dr. Norman Borlaug, Nobel Peace Prize winning agronomist, to speak to 
the January 15, 1973 meeting It was more difficult arranging for 
the banquet speaker. The CAST group was rebuffed by two Secretaries 
of Agriculture and two U.S. Senators before getting a firm commitment 
from Senator Carl T. Curtis of Nebraska. 
A concerted effort was made to develop a list of top level 
officers of corporations, and then to make certain they would attend. 
The goal was for sixty key companies to be invited. Personal contacts 
would be made with the companies to explain CAST and to attempt to 
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contact the persons to receive the invitations. Presidents of member 
societies were to be invited to issue the official invitations, as 
172 
well as from the president or board chairman of Deere and Company. 
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The final invitation list included 76 persons. 
As matters developed, the invitations were sent by Black. They 
were sent by air mail on December 11, followed the next day by a re­
minder letter sent first class enclosing a copy of the Directory of 
174 
Environmental Scientists in Agriculture. 
The development of the Moline meeting will continue in the fol­
lowing chapter. 
While the CAST organization was being assembled. Black was in­
volved in operating projects. One of the results of the meeting in the 
NACA offices on August 6, 1970 was what became CAST Special Publication 
No. 1, the Directory of Environmental Scientists in Agriculture. 
The original idea of the NACA public relations personnel had been to 
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very broad dimensions.As the project was beyond the scope of any 
individual society. Black took it on as the first CAST project. He 
developed the preliminary outline, and following a planning meeting 
with industry and university public relations specialists. Black moved 
ahead to secure cooperation from the societies. The agronomic societies 
voted to take part in January 1971.^^^ WSSA and ASHS took actions at 
their 1971 meetings, too, by setting up a committee to make recommenda-
178 
tions. In all, thirty-two societies cooperated. The Directory 
was sent free to news media representatives throughout the country, 
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as well as members of Congress and various executive and administrative 
179 
agencies. 
Though the Directory was a monumental project, it found detractors 
among a few scientists — most who were not included — who believed it 
to be a listing of scientists for scientists, rather than a source book 
for newsmen to obtain accurate information about environmental matters 
180 
related to agriculture. 
The Directory was compiled by Black, and the text turned over to 
Stelly in January 1972. It was printed in Madison, Wisconsin, by the 
181 
ASA, and distributed from there, with production costs subsidized 
182 
by grants from Dow Chemical U.S.A. and CIBA-Geigy Corporation. 
Questionnaires were sent to the 1,174 scientists listed in the 
Directory about seven months after publication. Thirteen percent of the 
scientists indicated they had received requests for information thought 
to be due to the listings. These persons received an estimated 211 
requests and thought their information had been used in 140 news 
stories. On the basis that the sample was representative of the entire 
list. Black estimated there had been 562 requests resulting in 374 news 
stories. Public relations persons involved in the project judged 
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this to be a successful response. 
The second CAST project was also concerned with communication, 
but was directed toward the agricultural scientist as a source and 
initiator of the message rather than as the respondent to inquiry. 
The published result was CAST Special Publication No. 2, "Informing 
the Nonagricultural Public about Agricultural Science.Unlike the 
CAST Reports series on which the new organization was to earn its 
102 
reputation, Special Publications are not conceived as multidisciplinary, 
status-of-science, presentations; often they are individually authored 
or compiled. In the instance of No. 2, Black collected a series of 
case histories of experiences by agricultural scientists with the news 
media and used them as illustrations "to aid you in informing the non-
agricultural public about aspects of agricultural science in which 
185 
you are competent." The study was based on selected examples and 
opinions ; it was not a scientific analysis. 
Black became involved in this type of public relations activity 
during his ASA presidency when Paluszek contacted him about a New York 
Times article on DDT. It was suggested that Black serve as a clearing­
house for this and other articles Paluszek's organization might supply, 
arranging for rebuttal statements from members of the society. The ASA 
and SSSA Boards authorized their Presidents to take part in this 
186 
activity. The CSSA also joined in the activity, and the procedure 
was used in several instances in 1971-1972. An extension of this national 
activity was the subsequent appointaient cf university cozzittses cf 
agronomists, crops and soils scientists, to respond to nonfactual 
187 
material in local and state publications. 
In an August 10, 1972 memo to the CAST Board, Black suggested that 
a similar procedure be recommended to the university agriculture ad­
ministrators. He outlined his argument, which was to reappear in numerous 
future activities of CAST: 
1. Response to nonfactual material is our prerogative as 
individuals, and it is our duty as scientists to make known 
the facts on matters of current concern to encourage clear 
thinking by the public and sound decisions by elected 
representatives. 
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2. As individuals, most scientists tend to do nothing be­
cause the value of our contribution is small and because 
it is not explicitly recognized as an appropriate professional 
activity. 
3. Traditionally, scientists in public institutions have 
been led to believe that they would be rewarded by administrators 
for excellence in teaching, research, and extension activities 
assigned directly by the administrators. In these days 
when universities are re-examining their role in society, 
however, some are giving thought to broadening their defini­
tion of professional activity to include voluntary service 
to the public along the lines of the professional competence 
of staff members and to reward the staff members for excel­
lence in such activities in addition to those recognized 
traditionally. If administrators are prepared to recognize 
overtly that appropriate response to nonfactual material and 
other profession-related public-service activities are to 
be regarded as legitimate and desirable forms of professional 
contributions, agricultural scientists will be encouraged to 
participate in such activities and to make, collectively, a 
substantial contribution to the public, to agriculture, and 
to agricultural science.^88 
The Board voted eight to one in favor of the proposal. Support 
also came from the Administrator of the USDA Agricultural Research 
Service, T. W. Edminster, who shared the proposal with his regional 
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administrators. 
The letter to deans of agriculture and other high level administra­
tive leaders was sent on September 20, 1972, emphasizing the 
"responsibility to help the public get correct information on matters 
related to agricultural science." The recommendation was for each 
administrator to consider "mobilizing, in each sensitive subject-
matter area, one or more of your scientific people as leaders in 
190 
developing material for the news media in your state." 
Several guidelines were provided for the operation: (1) Persons 
involved should be selected for their judgment and willingness to 
cooperate. (2) The administrators should make it clearly understood 
104 
they consider this public-service activity a legitimate and important 
professional contribution which, if well-done, would be appropriately 
rewarded. (3) The activity should have low visibility in the institu­
tion. (4) The releases or responses should be personal, not institu-
191 
tional, unless otherwise agreed. 
While Black believed that agricultural scientists "can readily 
recognize nonfactual statements and distortions in their area of 
competence," he recognized that their limited abilities in communica­
tion, diplomacy, and promotion might be compensated for through help 
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from the university public information staff. 
Three basic approaches were suggested: (1) Send the editor or 
newsman a prepared story. (2) Point out to the editor or newsman that 
something said in his paper or on his program is wrong or misleading 
and to suggest knowledgeable persons he might interview to obtain 
information for a new story to correct the impression left previously. 
193 (3) Letters to the editor. 
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long-term commitment: 
We all know that it is not easy to get our positive stories 
accepted or prominently displayed. Editors and newsmen 
usually won't go as far as we think they should to correct 
earlier errors and misrepresentations. Nevertheless, it 
would be a mistake to judge the success of a public-
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number and magnitude of positive responses by the news 
media. As we press forward with the program in a continuing 
way, most news people will be increasingly careful in writing 
or accepting future information without adequate checking. 
This is a very real benefit that will pay off in the long 
run even though it may not be reflected in terms of direct 
publication of material we submit.194 
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A post script offered to send a packet of information that was 
195 in preparation, which was to become Special Publication No. 2. 
This positive suggestion coupled with the offer to provide a 
packet of materials may well have come at a very good time for 
CAST in its relations with the Land-Grant college agricultural leaders. 
They were very concerned about public relationships for agriculture, 
as was so strongly advocated by Bentley in his correspondence and 
speeches5^^^ so CAST was addressing a high priority need. Secondly, 
the proposed action pledged the cooperation of agricultural scientists, 
but the initiative had to be taken by the administrators — not by the 
new organization. In less than ten days. Black was receiving requests 
for the packets, thus felt he was publicly committed to producing the 
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report. 
Special Publication No. 2 is important in that it describes the 
attitudes of many agricultural science leaders. Probably more than any 
other CAST publication, it presents a point of view rather than a state-
sent of scientific fact. The introductory comments by Black are an 
extension of his September 20, 1972, letter to the agriculture ad-
198 
ministrators. Most of the report is devoted to "personal experiences 
of agricultural scientists who have attempted to place aspects of 
199 
agricultural science before the nonagricultural public." The group 
of eight scientists (seven agronomists and one animal scientist) pre­
sented a wide range of media examples, from network broadcasting and 
national general interest magazines to local daily papers. They were 
from universities and the private sector, though all were speaking in 
their individual capacities as scientists and not as institutional 
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representatives. They represented a wide geographic range, from 
Arizona to New Jersey, from Oregon to Alabama, and many other localities. 
All were active in their scientific societies; in fact, six of the 
eight were to serve at some time on the CAST Board of Directors. 
While some of the personal experiences published in No. 2 re­
sulted in positive responses from the point of view of the agricultural 
scientists, most did not. Black explained this in a section on "What 
to Expect": 
The news media thrive on "man-bites-dog" sensationalism. Our 
positive stories rarely, if ever, are of this class and 
hence are rarely considered newsworthy. Stories dealing 
with controversial issues of current interest to the public 
are the most likely to be accepted. 
Editors and newsmen usually won't go as far as we think they 
should in publicizing the factual side of issues as opposed 
to the sensational side. Some editors have an open policy 
about printing letters submitted for publication. Others 
are strongly biased and will not accept certain letters, no 
matter how accurate and unbiased the letters may be and no 
matter how wrong certain other statements referred to in 
the letter may have been.^OO 
He concluded with a hopeful statement much as he had made to the 
administrators, that if agricultural scientists persist, "most news 
people will become increasingly careful in writing or accepting future 
information without checking." This increased accuracy, he suggested, 
may be the real pay off.^^^ 
Though CAST was not designed as a super-society structure to 
provide services for its member societies, at least one small step 
was taken in this direction rather early for CAST was the only 
mechanism for inter-society communication. The President of WSSA, 
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Dr. R. Phillip Upchurch, suggested that CAST might set up a newsletter 
202 
exchange bureau for the member societies. Black believed the idea 
fell within the CAST objective "of improving communication and pro­
moting unity among the various branches of agricultural science and 
203 
technology," so presented the plan to the Board of Directors. 
Upchurch's idea was that each society would identify five to 
twenty individuals to receive nawsletters from the participating 
societies. CAST's responsibility would be to compile the mailing lists, 
204 
then give them to the societies for distributing their newsletters. 
The Board's response was favorable, but implementation was held up 
pending employment of the executive vice president. When this was de­
layed, the responsibility was taken on by the WSSA representative on 
205 
the Board, Dr. G. F. Warren. 
Seemingly countless details of organization were handled by Black 
in getting CAST underway in 1971-1972. 
The word got aroaad that CAST would be e^çlcying an executive vice 
president for its Washington office early in 1973, and many persons 
were interested. A noted Washington-based agricultural relations 
specialist, Don Lerch, offered his services as a consultant in setting 
206 
up the office. A recently retired USDA official who had taken part 
in the meeting of the Agricultural Board Task Force was interested in 
207 
working for CAST. A partner of Paul and Casson public relations 
firm called Black to solicit the CAST account and to have CAST share 
208 
office space in their Washington office. Probably the earliest 
108 
application had been received from an ARS information specialist in 
209 
July 1971. 
Dr. 0. D. Butler of Texas A6M University, and ASAS President, 
210 
suggested retiring Texas Congressman Graham Purcell. " The Congress­
man submitted a proposal on his official stationery, offering to 
211 
represent CAST for six months on a part-time basis for $15,000. 
Purcell followed up with a telephone call to Black which provided Black 
an opportunity to discuss possible conflicting interests with other 
Purcell clients (which there did not seem to be) and to learn that 
212 
Purcell's exclusive services "would be in the neighborhood of $100,000." 
Black said CAST was gratified to have someone of Purcell*s stature and 
experience show interest in the new organization, but the current annual 
213 
income was not enough to retain Purcell. 
The executive vice president was to personify CAST in Washington. 
What his role would be involved a number of important decisions. Of 
course, AIES was interested in having CAST locate in its office site. 
Housing proposals were received from the Engineers Joint Council and 
214 
from the Renewable Natural Resources Foundations, too. 
Of more importance was the development of a mechanism for pro­
viding the responses needed by the government. Black reviewed the 
procedure in a memo to the member societies' presidents: 
The executive vice president learns of the needs for 
information in Washington. Then he contacts the appropriate 
member societies to see if they wish to take action to 
supply the information. If the societies wish to act, 
they contact their most knowledgeable members and ask them 
if they will prepare the information and deliver it in 
person, by mail, or through CAST's executive vice president. 
It would be possible also to have the response prepared 
by a society member and delivered by the society president 
109 
in one of the ways indicated. The mechanism by which each 
society acts internally is for each society to decide. 
He asked the presidents to consider the mechanism so it would be ready 
when the need arose, and that lists be developed of names, addresses 
and telephone members of society contacts to include their officers, 
216 
executive officers, and public relations committees. 
The topic was debated in a series of letters by VanRiper and 
Black. The most critical matter at the moment, in Black's opinion, 
was for the societies to decide how much authority was to be granted 
their spokesmen, i.e., if the societies wanted to develop mechanisms 
for clearing statements made in their names. He cautioned about moving 
very quickly on this matter for (a) it was not known what staff CAST 
would have, (b) it was not known how much information the government 
would request, (c) it was not known how much expense money would be 
available for the persons providing the information, and (d) CAST 
217 
officers were "neophytes at the game." 
Testimony of individual scientists could be presented in a number 
of ways. The scientist could be speaking for his society, after the 
testimony had been approved by the society. Similarly, approval of 
the testimony by CAST would provide the scientist with a license to 
speak in the name of CAST. The advantage in either situation or both 
was that the scientist's words carried more weight than that of j ust 
one individual. Conversely, if the society or CAST would withhold 
their approval they would be in the position of censoring what was 
said. Such a procedure also implied the organizations involved had 
218 
a policy on the issue at hand. 
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Black spoke out against "policies," saying they were for commodity 
groups, and trade associations, not CAST and scientific societies. 
Our "policy" should be facts supported by evidence, and 
our discrimination and counsel, where testimony is con­
cerned, should be exercised on this basis. I think the 
testimony presented through our efforts should not con­
tain conclusory statements that place us in favor of or in 
opposition to certain legislative actions. This is a form 
of lobbying. We must stick to the facts and the implica­
tions of alternative courses of action. The legislators 
are the appropriate ones to draw the conclusions and make 
the decisions.219 
He believed that scientists, in supplying information to the government, 
should introduce their testimony by saying they were asked to speak on 
the subject by CAST. This form of association "implies that CAST re­
gards the speaker as an authority and has confidence in what he has to 
say, but that the speaker is speaking for himself, on the basis of what 
he knows as a scientist, and that he is not just a mouthpiece" for a 
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CAST policy. 
In making such a recommendation. Black admitted to having reversed 
his previous position. This came about through the experience of the 
ASA, CSSA and SSSA in responding to hearings before the Illinois Pol­
lution Control Board about plant nutrients in relation to water pol­
lution. What the Control Board wanted was to leam the scientists' 
understanding on the subject, not the views of scientific societies. 
Black had come to the conclusion that "When a scientist presents 
testimony for a scientific society, he places both himself and the 
society in the posture of axe-grinding even though the testimony may 
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be strictly objective." 
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Black believed that "scientific testimony is in a different class 
from the self-serving testimony provided by...pressure groups," 
Scientific testimony did not depend upon a supporting organization, 
but upon the accuracy and unbiased selection of the information, while 
scientists are not perfect, he believed that "when personal gain is 
not a factor they can be as accurate and objective as human nature 
7 7 ?  
permits." 
By eliminating organizational "policies" on issues. Black believed 
CAST was avoiding one of VanRiper's concerns, that "there must be some 
coordination as to just what CAST wants to stand for, otherwise, we will 
find ourselves on both sides of an issue, depending on who prepares 
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the information." Black responded, "We are concerned with science, 
which is only one of the elements of the total picture. If we stick to 
science and do not put ourselves in a policy position by making recom­
mendations, we can get along much more easily among ourselves, we can 
be more effective on the outside, and presumably we can also keep in 
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While the primary focus of this discussion revolved around the 
presentation of testimony on scientific subjects by selected individuals, 
there were hints of what would later be the multidisciplinary task 
force approach that would gain CAST its reputation for scientific 
credibility. Black suggested that some issues would involve several 
disciplines, thus the societies might want to "talk among themselves to 
develop their concepts of the problem and the nature of the information 
225 
needed" before selecting their spokesmen. 
112 
Black testified to his conviction in the ability of scientists 
to sort out fact from fancy, and to make the proper distinctions in 
their testimony: 
There are probably a few so-called oddballs in every 
society whose views are extreme and perhaps not well 
thought out or well supported, but I think we can say with 
confidence that such persons would be shunned by those who 
make the selections. I would be very surprised if we did 
not show up with respected scientists who had developed a 
reputation for having their feet on the ground.226 
The position stated by Black in the September 22, 1972 memo was 
to become the dominant philosophy in CAST as it developed its delivery 
system for providing accurate scientific information to the government 
and the public. 
Carter, as President of CSSA, agreed with the Black position. "We 
shall select highly competent scientists having knowledge and informa­
tion representative of 'the state of the science* who can present re­
sults and ideas that are understandable by government officials or 
lay public." These scientists, Carter said, should not represent "an 
atypical (oddball) opinion. 
VanRiper continued the thoughtful debate by identifying three major 
points of concern: 
First, the basic objective of CAST should be to supply 
agricultural scientific information covering all agricul­
tural aspects of a particular problem. The best informed 
scientists representing the different segments or the 
problem should identify the real problem and present alterna­
tive solutions (supported by scientific evidence of the best 
scientific judgment when evidence is meager), including the 
possible economic impacts to society, to the users of the 
information. 
Secondly, CAST and the societies need to agree on a mechanism 
for selecting scientists to work together as a team on sup­
plying information. But in my opinion, CAST, or the 
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societies should not establish a policy on what they say but 
establish an environment where they can get together and 
develop the best factual information possible on the subject. 
Finally, a mechanism must be established in CAST to assist 
the scientist in putting the information in usable and under­
standable form. It will do no good to put the information 
together if the user cannot understand it or if it is so 
detailed he refuses to read it.^^® 
This analysis proved to be useful, and also prophetic in its own 
way in developing the CAST task force system. 
The first response seemed to be to raise more questions, but 
these, too, were important and needed to be faced by the Board. Black 
raised the issue of how to proceed in those areas of scientific expertise 
that are not represented by member societies. In a situation which 
included "the possible economic impacts to society," should the AAEA 
be asked to provide experts (even though it is not a member) or should 
this be handled by noneconomists of member societies? To follow 
the first course would provide AAEA the major immediate advantages of 
CAST membership without undertaking the obligations. Black's opinion 
ac the time was not to give nonmeaibeir societies tuis bericfit of mûmber-
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ship, but he was to change this as CAST became operational. 
Black emphasized the need to clarify each request for information, 
whether it is relatively small in scope or covering a wide range of 
disciplines. He believed that the identification and elaboration of the 
problem was a continuing process. It would begin with the executive 
vice president as he sought to define it with the people requesting 
CAST'S services, and later with the society contact representatives. 
The contacts would further discuss the matter with the individuals 
requested to provide the information, and there would be a further 
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clarification as the individuals from the various societies met together 
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to prepare their materials. 
The environment and mechanism in which the scientists could work 
would depend upon funds available to CAST, Black believed. If there 
was an extensive staff, they could provide more help to the scientists, 
and the scientist committees could come together to prepare their 
materials rather than depend on mail and the telephone. However, there 
would still be revisions and final editing to be sure the materials 
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were sufficiently clear and in simple form so as to be effective. 
Cowan responded to Black and VanRiper, carrying the discussion 
another step. He identified three types of information which CAST 
could make available: (1) That which the executive vice president 
could supply because of his broad knowledge of agriculture. (2) More 
specific information which only one or a few specialists could provide. 
(3) Information which could be provided only by several specialists 
each making inputs. The decision on which course to follow would be 
212 
with the executive vies president and the president of CAST. 
At the time this discussion was going on, the Board and the 
society presidents were also developing a mechanism for CAST-society 
relations. As an entity of the societies, CAST's ability to carry 
information to the government was a part of this concern. 
The key concept in this area seems to have been presented by Dr. 
Matthias Stelly, the veteran Executive Vice President of ASA, CSSA, 
and SSSA, who served on the interim Board of CAST. From his more than 
a decade of experience in society management he could see that CAST 
Board members would "soon become disillusioned and will contribute very 
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little" unless they are involved in the group's daily operations. 
He recommended they become the persons to serve as chief contacts for 
their respective societies. Black sent this recommendation to the 
Board, saying the procedure "would ensure that a person knowledgeable 
about CAST, its objectives, operation, and personnel would be responsible 
for the society liaison." It would also give them enough responsibility 
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and activity to keep them interested. 
There were many issues yet to be resolved as CAST became a func­
tioning organization in 1973, 1974 and 1975, but significant foundations 
were laid by the end of 1972 that the organization could be successfully 
launched in the following months. The policies on hew CAST would provide 
accurate information on issues of agricultural science to decision­
makers would still have to be set by the Board, but the fundamental 
concepts had been identified. The new organization was in a position 
to move ahead, a tribute to the efficiency and the vision of the 
founders who brougai: tlie idea to life in just tvc years. 
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CHAPTER VI. 
THE INNOVATION BEGINS TO PROVE ITSELFj 1973 
If 1971-1972 could be characterized as a development period in 
which the concept of CAST was shaped and nurtured by a handful of 
scientists, then 1973 was the time in which the new organization suddenly 
came alive with activities involving hundreds of persons throughout the 
country. That year included the Moline conference to introduce CAST to 
agri-business leaders, three Board of Directors meetings, the Pesticide 
Dialogue and Report to the Nation, and publication of the first task 
force reports. 
The January 15 meeting to introduce CAST to agri-business industry 
leaders was sponsored by Deere and Company at their Moline, Illinois, 
administrative headquarters. ^ Thirty companies were represented from 
six different industries: ten in chemicals, three cooperatives, six 
in farm equipment and steel, seven in food and feed, four in seed, and 
2 two miscellaneous. 
VanRiper and his committee, backed by the hospitality of Deere, 
put together an outstanding program with which to tell the CAST story. 
The keynote speaker was Dr. Norman E. Borlaug of the International Maize 
and Wheat Improvement Center CCIMMYT), who in 1970 had received the 
O 
Nobel Peace Prize. He spoke on "Agricultural Science and the Public," 
noting that it was opportune for the different disciplines of agricul­
tural science to come together in CAST "to affect overall policy of 
agricultural development." He recounted the benefits provided by 
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agricultural research, the dangers to food production by enactment of 
irresponsible environmental legislation, the need for a balanced 
national program of land use, and the problem of the explosive increase 
in human population. While expressing faith in the ability of "the 
Naked Ape" to solve these dilemmas, Borlaug defined a role for CAST: 
If the U.S.A. continues to follow and enact into law some 
of the unrealistic environmental policies being advocated 
by the pseudoecologists, it will adversely affect both our 
food production and availability of energy. Perhaps it 
will take empty stomachs, cold houses in winter, and no 
lights to jar us into taking a middle-of-the-road approach 
on these environmental issues. CAST therefore has both a 
tremendous responsibility and opportunity to present un­
biased, scientific data on many of these issues to congress­
men, policy makers and the general public so that wise 
policy and legislation will be enacted» I have faith the 
correct decisions will be made if the facts are made known 
to the general public and to the national and state legisla­
tive leaders.^ 
Two members of the CAST organizing committee spoke on the role of 
the new organization and the response of the professional societies. 
Crosby told of the need for CAST, its development, its organizational 
structure (yith control by the scientific societies)= its planned ac­
complishments, and its proposed financial structure. He said industry 
was being asked to "support a horse that hasn't even left the starting 
gate," has no track record, and for which — if he wins — there may be 
no direct payment of benefits. "It is important to your economic well-
being and to the future of this country that we all invest in a program 
intended to bring truth about agricultural science and technology forward 
in the political and public arena so that a basis for sound decision­
making exists," Crosby said.^ 
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Howes described the misunderstanding, the apprehensions, and the 
untruths that were hampering agricultural efforts. "Individually the 
scientist is largely ineffective," he observed, "but collectively, 
20,000 agriculturally oriented scientists with the mechanisms provided 
by CAST for promptly amassing scientific truth and disseminating it in 
the right place at the right time can do much to dispel development 
problems." He added, "CAST can and should, through application of the 
scientific truth, do much to alter the adverse image of agriculture and 
so benefit all agriculturally-oriented activities."^ 
"An Industrial View of the Council for Agricultural Science and 
Technology" was presented by Dr. M. B. Gillis, Senior Vice President of 
the International Minerals & Chemical Corporation.^ He referred to 
industry's credibility problem in scientific and technical matters, and 
that industrial science often lacks cohesiveness with other sectors of 
the scientific community. Industry is subject to a steady flow of 
special regulations, but asks only that these changes be based on facts 
and reason, not emotion. Under these circumstances, he said that a 
company involved in agriculture should welcome an organization such as 
CAST. Referring to CAST, he concluded that "Industry can, and will, 
in my opinion, support an organization that can be accepted by govern­
ment, by industry, and the public as most capable of interpreting the 
great body of research already finished so that it may intelligently 
g 
and objectively inform, and so guide, the public in its wise use." 
The evening banquet speaker was U.S. Senator Carl To Curtis of 
Nebraska, ranking minority member of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. He discussed the benefits of agricultural science and 
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technology to all Americans, emphasizing legislative actions that have 
affected it. He urged better understanding of the contributions of 
agricultural science to the welfare of the people, which have extended 
far beyond food production and supply: 
I believe that all of us...must pull together and launch 
an all-out effort to correct the negative, apologetic image 
of agriculture and the degree to which this contributes to 
the weak economic position of agriculture. We have to turn 
the thinking of the American people around. We have to 
change attitudes. In the process, we have to give the 
farmers a basis for thinking positively about themselves 
and their own futures.9 
While his remarks extolled the advances achieved through agricultural 
science, he made no reference to the direct purpose of the CAST-Industry 
meeting. 
The meeting was an opportunity for publicity about CAST in the 
local press as well as throughout the country. CIBA-GEIGY Corpora­
tion's Agricultural Division distributed news releases on the event, 
The guests were given explanatory materials on CAST, including a 
small folder describing why CAST was needed, its purpose, its member­
ship, and how it was to work. Projected annual income and expense 
budgets were presented for a minimum satisfactory program to cost 
$150,000. Expenses would include $100,000 for salaries and benefits 
(two professional, two clerical), $7,500 for rent, $25,000 for staff 
and scientist travel, and $17,500 for office expenses and equipment. 
Projected sources of income were $20,000 from scientific societies, 
$10,000 from individual members, $115,000 from industrial members, 
12 
and $5,000 from trade associations. 
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The annual tax-deductible industrial membership fees were noted, 
along with "What will CAST do for you?" 
— Enlarge the pool of scientific agricultural information 
upon which sound government decisions can be based. 
— Provide a mechanism to inform the public on agricultural 
issues ani to improve agriculture's image. 
— Provide a method to demonstrate concern for public interests. 
— Aid the communications media in accurately reporting 
agricultural matters, 
Two days after the meeting. Black sent a memo to the guests answering 
the questions expressed during the reception: (1) What will CAST do 
in the area of legislative and regulatory matters? (2) How should 
"agricultural sales" be interpreted in the membership fee schedule? 
(3) How will scientific personnel in industry be involved in CAST 
operations? and (4) How does CAST differ from the Agricultural Research 
Institute? This was followed by a letter describing activities 
planned for 1973, and another with further explanation of how industrial 
scientists were being used (including seven serving on the Board of 
Directors). 
By May 1, firm commitments of supporting membership had been made 
by Deere and Company, E. I. duPont de Nemours and Company, and Pioneer 
Hi-Bred International. Verbal commitments had been made by Eli Lilly 
and Company arid Aiùchêiu FroductSo A recommendation tc join CAST had been 
made to all members of NACA. By the fall of 1977, twenty-seven of 
the seventy-six companies invited to Moline had become supporting members 
or made grants to CAST. 
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The Board of Directors held its first meeting since incorporation 
on the day after the CAST-Industry meeting. Twelve of the thirteen 
persons present were official society representatives: Black and Cowan 
of ASA, Becker of ASAS, Crosby and Dr. John P. Mahlstede of ASHS, 
Carter of CSSA, Dr. J. M. Good of SON, Howes of PSA, McCracken and Dr. 
Roland P. Hauck of SSSA, and VanRiper of AFGC. Dr. E. A. Knake of 
Illinois represented Danielson of WSSA. Three vacancies still existed, 
as one ASA and two ASAS appointments remained to be made. Later in the 
18 
meeting the Executive Committee was designated. 
The first order of business was approval of resolutions of apprecia­
tion to Deere and Company officers and to the speakers at the CAST-
19 
Industry meeting. 
The second item was the admission of the Council on Soil Testing 
and Plant Analysis (CSTPA) as the tenth member society, and the intro­
duction of Dr. Garth A. Cahoon of Ohio State University as its representa­
tive in substitution of Dr. J. Benton Jones of the University of 
9n 
lieorgia. - -
Several suggestions were received for follow-up on the CAST-Industry 
meeting, including pcssxble mention in the CSR.S ' Pi.nk Sheet,* publication 
21 
of abstracts of the speeches, and that contact be made to introduce 
22 
CAST to the Environmental Protection Agency CEPA). 
Official actions of the Board included: 
The approval of 526 individual members, and reaffirming that this 
membership classification was not for other than individuals. 
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The following dues structure was adopted for supporting members, 
based on their agricultural sales (sales of raw or processed agricultural 
products and sales of products to agriculture): 
Agricultural Sales Annual fee 
More than $100 million $5000 
$50 million to $100 million 2500 
$5 million to $50 million 1000 
Less than $5 million 200 
The annual dues structure adopted for sustaining members wast 
$100 for national trade associations, and $50 for regional and state 
associations. 
An endowment fund was created to accept a $100 individual gift. 
A savings account was authorized for funds not needed for immediate 
expenses (which had been maintained in the checking account opened in 
June 1972^3). By consensus, it was agreed to bond the treasurer and 
require two signatures on checks or other bank withdrawals. 
It was agreed to prepare a prospectus on the kinds of information 
available from the CAST member societies. McCracken was to take leader­
ship on this project. (This became "Subjecc-naccer Expertise in Member 
Societies" and went through five reviews by the Board and others between 
March and August 1973. The July draft contained 83 major classifications 
24 
with 220 sub-classifications.) 
The first permanent officers of CAST were elected; President — 
Black, President-elect — Crosby, Treasurer — Becker, and Executive Com­
mittee members-at-large; four-year term — Howes, three-year term — 
25 
VanRiper, two-year term — Cowan, and one-year term — Becker. 
Crosby and VanRiper were designated to prepare a draft of operating 
26 
policies to be presented to the Board at its next meeting in March. 
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Only six weeks elapsed between the two Board meetings, but CAST 
was very active. Black consulted with the Board about a new letterhead 
design to replace stationery prepared by ASA and used by Black since 
late November 1972. The new designs were prepared by Reiman and As­
sociates, a public relations agency, at the request of their client, 
CIBA-GEIGY Corporation.27 The style adopted remained in use through 
1977, being altered only when a new member society was admitted to the 
Council. 
The March 5-6, 1973 meeting at Bridgeton (near St. Louis), Missouri, 
was not as well-attended as previous sessions. Thirteen of a potential 
twenty-one representatives were present. Three societies were not 
represented, due in part to election of their original members to the 
Executive Committee. Two of those present were substitutes for official 
28 
representatives. 
The first four hours of the meeting were devoted to consideration 
of the statement describing operational procedures. The rough draft 
had been prepared by VanRiper and Crosby and distributed in advance. 
The document which was approved by consensus was considerably altered 
and expanded. It specified that the purpose of CAST "is to provide 
accurate information, based on agricultural science and technology, to 
the government, the news media, and the public about national and 
30 
regional agricultural subjects of broad public concern. The ob­
jectives were: 
1. To identify developing issues of broad public concern on 
which agricultural scientists and technologists can provide 
information. 
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2. To assemble and interpret factual information related to 
these issues by mobilizing agricultural scientists and 
technologists from the public and private sectors. 
3, To disseminate this information in a usable and effective 
form to the government, the news media, and the public, 
as appropriate. 
The procedure for accomplishing the objectives was to begin with 
a work group (which could be the Board, Executive Committee, or other 
group) to "anticipate and identify problems of broad public concern," 
then give them priorities within CAST's ability to contribute. After 
the priorities are accepted by the Board or Executive Committee, the 
objectives were to be defined and general guidelines provided for 
getting the Information needed. A task force or qualified persons 
would study the problem and present alternative solutions based on 
scientific evidence (or best scientific judgment when evidence is 
meager), including the possible socio-economic impact. CAST would 
provide a favorable environment for accomplishing the assignment, but 
not establish policy on what was said. Finally, the Board or Executive 
Committee would review the written report and determine how it might 
32 be processed for maximum use. 
Three operational guidelines were of major importance in this 
process: (1) The task force would be developed by Board members in the 
subject-matter area; they would select the task force chairman and in»-
volve him in selection of the group. Members of the task force would be 
cleared by Society presidents, but officially appointed by the CAST 
President. One Board member would be administrative adviser and liaison 
for the task force. (2) When expertise was needed from outside of CAST 
member societies, the appropriate Society president will be asked to 
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identify and solicit cooperation of appropriate persons. Expenses of 
these persons would be paid in the same way as those of task force 
members from CAST member societies. (3) The Board was responsible for 
disseminating the report, but should not substantively alter the factual 
information. 
This "Statement of Policy Procedures" was a continuation of the 
discussion in the fall of 1972, and advanced the thinking of the Board 
on how to accomplish the goals of the new organization. It was to be 
replaced a year later by a new document based on the experience of the 
period. 
The Board then authorized its first two task forces. CAST Report 
No. 1, "Surface Mine Reclamation," published in May 1973,34 developed 
from this motion: 
It was moved that a task force of not to exceed five men be 
established to make recommendations on possible informational 
contributions of CAST in connection with the Surface Mining 
Reclamation Act of 1973 and to initiate action with approval 
of the executive committee. The task force shall be authorized 
to expend net mere than $2500 in calendar year 1973 to cover 
travel and incidental expenses. 
The second motion concerned a task force on Section 304(e)(A) of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972. Only in 
these first two authorizations did the Board place such strict limita­
tions on the task force: size of the group, funds available for their 
expenses, assignment of a Board liaison, and by implication stated the 
O £ 
work be completed in the calendar year. 
Three topics were suggested for future consideration as task 
forces: impact of the energy crisis on agriculture (which would become 
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Report No. 14), land use, and the impact on agriculture of the Burke-
Hartke foreign trade bill.^^ 
Grants of $5,000 were authorized to pay travel expenses for 
scientists to take part in two nonCAST groups. One grant was $3,000 to 
animal science society members on FDA committees in 1973 to develop and 
implement regulations to control feed additives. (There is a discussion 
of this activity later in this chapter.) The other $2,000 was made 
available to members of CAST societies on a task force for FDA to 
establish and implement regulations to certify crop varieties to the 
list of foods "generally recognized as safe" on the basis of content 
O Q 
of nutritive and toxic constituents. 
The Board asked for a study of the impact of the Directory of 
Environmental Scientists in Agriculture^^ and authorized conducting 
a symposium to be called "Pesticide Report to the Nation. 
Crosby withdrew as the President-Elect as he did not have enough 
time to devote to it. Cowan was selected to replace him, and Crosby 
/ 1 
was named to complete Cowan's term as a Member-a t-Large."^-^ 
The Board authorized seeking legal counsel "to provide information 
on appropriate activities and procedures for CAST as a 501 (c) (.3) 
organization. 
As the Bylaws provide for representation for the individual members 
on the Board, it was determined that two Board memberships would be 
established for the purpose. This decision was based on a ratio of one 
representative for each 300 individual members. As there were about 
600 individual members at the time, this provided for two representa­
tives.^^ This number of individual member representatives was to stand 
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until 1978 when it was set at four as the individual memberships were 
nearing the 3,000 level 
Black sought additional clarification of what lobbying meant to 
tax exempt organizations in the 50lCc)C3) 1RS classification. VanRiper 
got an opinion from Deere and Company attorneys, but Black followed 
through with the directive by the Board to get an opinion from a 
Washington attorney with agricultural experience.45 
In a memo to the Board, Black summarized the information sent to 
him by Mr„ James K. Jackson of Steptoe and Johnson, on permissible 
activities : 
In brief, no substantial part of our activities may be 
the carrying on of propaganda or otherwise attempting to 
influence legislation (through contacts with legislators 
or the executive branch of the government or by urging others 
to make such contacts). We may not participate in political 
campaigns in behalf of any candidate for a public office. 
The guideline to the meaning of "no substantial part" in 
the first line of this paragraph is less than 5%. 
While the information provided by Jackson does not appear to be 
more than a confirmation of previous information acquired by the or­
ganizers, it did serve as reinforcement as he was able to examine actual 
CAST materials rather than a statement of planned activities. 
As directed by the Board, Black (as President) served as chairman 
of the nominating committee to secure candidates for the two individual 
members to serve on the Board. A total of 150 names were suggested by 
the Board from whom the candidates receiving the highest numbers were 
selected.The individual members voted to elect Dr. Robert H. 
White-Stevens of Rutgers University and Dr. K. C. Barrons of Dow Chemical 
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U.S.A. They began receiving CAST Board materials in September 1973 
and attended their first meeting in February 1974. 
Immediately after the March 5-6, 1973 meeting. Black contacted 
McCracken to serve as chairman of the task force on surface mining 
reclamation. He knew the field and the problem, so was in a good 
position to have made the original suggestion,The procedures 
adopted by the Board were provided to McCracken. McCracken asked 
Board members for recommendations of persons from their societies to 
serve on the task force,then called the group to Washington in 
53 
mid-April for a meeting. On May 8, McCracken sent the draft report 
to the Executive Committee for their review, along with recommendations 
for the distribution of the approved statement.Black made telephone 
contact with the Executive Committee and edited the draft before re­
turning it to McCracken for a final review.McCracken delivered 
the report before the Congressional hearings began on May 16.^^ 
Black was pleased with the results, and wrote to the Board; 
vote of thanks for their prompt and effective action. The 
testimony they prepared is clear, simple, and well organized. 
It is clearly informational and avoids recommendations on 
policy matters that might be construed as lobbying. 
I am quite pleased with the accomplishments of the task 
force. We are on our way. It is up to us now to continue 
to maintain high standards of quality and objectivity so 
UliCL L. VLiJL UCX L. JLVli W^JLJU i. V/ V C V 
Though the task force was authorized to meet an immediate need, 
the group was not immediately dismissed as was to become the policy 
at a later time. No sooner had they completed their assignment than 
141 
the group was expanded and Involved with EPA activities in mine 
c q 
reclamation. 
McCracken sent copies of the report to members of the Congressional 
Committees on Minerals and Mining, and received personal letters of 
59 
thanks from each of them. 
Report No. 1 served as the prototype for a task force study that 
is an original document, i.e., a statement based on scientific fact 
written by the task force. The second type of report was a review, a 
critique of the scientific validity of another document. These formats 
became the two primary modes for CAST task force activities. 
Report Wo. 2 also proved CAST's capability to respond quickly. 
The EPA was preparing to issue a "Development Document for Effluent 
Limitations Guidelines and Standards of Performance; Feedlot Industry," 
which had been prepared by the Hamilton Standard Division of the United 
Aircraft Corporation. CAST did not leam that the draft was subject to 
review until near the deadline. When it did get the information, it 
C r\ 
moved quickly,"" 
Black recruited Dr. B. P. Cardon, recently appointed an ASAS member 
of the CAST Board, to be the chairman. Nine other scientists were 
chosen for the task force and on less than a week's notice they met in 
St. Louis to prepare a review of the EPA document. Cardon airmailed 
the draft report to Black who worked over the weekend editing and re­
vising it, then had a secretary type it on Sunday so it could be air-
62 
mailed to EPA in time for the July 11 deadline. 
The task force on the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amend­
ments of 1972 gave its attention to nonpoint sources of pollution due to 
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agricultural activities. Dr. Lewis B. Nelson of the Tennessee Valley-
Authority was the chairman. He and Crosby met with EPA officials 
and one of the results was an invitation to the CAST Board to attend a 
seminar on the nature, current status, and probable future impact of 
EPA activities on agriculture.A Board of Directors meeting was 
scheduled the following day. 
The EPA-CAST seminar was July 18 at the EPA offices in Washington. 
Nineteen CAST Board members or their representatives were present. 
Seven society presidents or section chairman also attended at CAST's 
invitation (two also were substituting on the Board) along with two 
other society representatives. Fifteen societies were officially repre­
sented o 
Following introductory comments on behalf of the two organizations, 
EPA personnel spoke on the agency's role in solving agricultural pol­
lution problems and their impact on agriculture, the agency's agricultural 
pollution control research program, the present assessment of the nature 
and extent of agricultural nonpoint sources of pollution, and the long-
term implications of policy planning. The session ended with a discus­
sion of opportunities for input of CAST technical expertise in solving 
environmental problems. 
Five areas were tentatively identified: 
(1) review of documents prepared for EPA as sources of informa­
tion on pollution related to agricultural and mining activi­
ties, (2) review of information prepared for EPA for distribu­
tion as "time to time" sources of information on pollution 
related to agricultural and mining activities, (3) participa­
tion in an advisory committee that may be established by Mr. 
Schilling [Office of water Programs Operations], (4) review 
of research project proposals submitted to EPA, and (5) par­
ticipation in a scientific advisory committee that may be 
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established by...EPA's Assistant Administrator for Re­
search and Development. 
As a result of the session, the Board named the President and 
President-Elect» or their designated representatives, as official con­
tacts with EPA. They gave the Executive Committee power to appoint 
liaison committees as needed to work with EPA. They also voted not to 
work on EPA reports on construction activities and silviculture, as 
these were peripheral areas for CAST. 
The Association of Official Seed Analysts (AOSA) was admitted as 
the eleventh member society. These new members were admitted: 187 
individuals, six supporting (plus one grant) and four sustaining. 
These were the first institutional members. Treasurer Becker reported 
a balance of $28,980.21 (as compared to the December 31, 1972 balance 
of $11,883.39^°).^^ 
An adjustment was made in the dues structure for individual members. 
The calendar year fee remained $10, but new memberships received between 
July 1 and October 31 would be charged for only the last half of the 
year, and those received after November 1 would be credited for the 
following year, 
Reports were received from Cardon, Nelson and McCracken on their 
task force activities. Another task force was authorized "involving 
persons with expertise in soils, plants, and animals (including fish) 
be established to prepare a statement on the zero-discharge concept." 
A somewhat different approach was taken to respond to a proposed bill 
on exclusion of foreign weeds and quarantine of noxious weeds. The 
Board approved compiling a brief fact sheet on weeds and sending it to 
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the House and Senate Committees on Agriculture with the provision that 
it be prepared by Dr. E. G. Rogers of Florida, WSSA President, and re-
73 
viewed by the CAST Executive Committee. 
Other discussion included reports on the travel subsidy grants, the 
planning of the "Pesticide Report to the Nation," and authorization for 
the President to solicit individual members through farm groups, and 
74 
also to solicit sustaining memberships. 
Howes spoke out on the need for more financial support so CAST could 
employ an executive vice president. He was promptly faced with a re­
quest that he take a two months leave of absence to get additional 
corporate and trade association support for CAST,but felt unable to 
do so. While Black no doubt would have welcomed the assistance, he 
had accepted the fact that the money was coming in slowly. "I am re­
signed to another year at hard labor in which the board of directors 
attempts to substitute to some degree for the executive vice president 
who some day will be able to carry much of the load. But there is a 
bright side, too. If we don't have to pay out our money for the salary 
o f  a  s t a f f ,  w e  c a n  h a v e  m o r e  t o  w h a t  C A S T  i s  i n t e n d e d  t o  d o ! " S o  
for 1973, "we have allocated all our money to projects chat we hope will 
78 produce something." 
Indeed, the year was one in which CAST produced a great deal. There 
were twenty-one task force reports, nine for the Congress and twelve 
for EPA, though all were given much broader distribution than the target 
audiences. Seven of the reports were original documents, while fourteen 
were scientific reviews of other publications (usually in draft form). 
Though one report had thirty-three pages of text, and six had sixteen 
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pages, all others were twelve pages or less (eight were four or less). 
Task force recruitment and management was a large assignment, even with 
some groups handling more than one report. One task force had twenty 
members, but thirteen were between seven and fourteen members each. 
Processing the reports was time-consuming. As Black wrote to one 
of his task force chairmen, "You are probably aware of my reputation 
as an inveterate and indefatigable editor and thus will not be surprised 
to receive the enclosure. Although I don't think I had any real disagree­
ment with anything that was said, I have done the best I could to im­
prove it."79 
"The government is going to make decisions on action whether or not 
they have the full scientific background, and it is our view that deci­
sions will generally be better if the decision-makers are informed of 
the facts.This was Black's view of CAST and his responsibility 
as its President as he involved himself in dozens of activities to 
equip CAST to fill that goal. 
A one-page fact sheet, "Council for Agricultural Science and Tech­
nology — CAST, A Voice for Agricultural Science," was prepared as a quick 
introduction to the new organization. It told how and why CAST was 
formed, its functions, its projects, its governance, its membership fee 
structure, its institutional membership (not including the societies), 
and where to get additional information. Other editions would include 
81 
societies and omit significant mention of industry support. 
VanRiper resigned from the Executive Committee on March 20 because 
OO 
of personal business commitments. Black asked him to follow up on 
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his supporting membership contacts, and continued to keep him informed 
of CAST activities.®^ The resignation was not announced to the Board, 
so in June Black asked VanRiper to throw away the resignation letter 
and to attend the July Board meeting. ^  VanRiper agreed,®^ and 
Black responded with a "Welcome back to the fold." By moving 
cautiously. Black was able to retain an important member of the Executive 
Committee, who in the first years provided important counsel on business 
and administrative procedures. 
Fund raising was a prime concern throughout the year. Much at­
tention was given to follow-up of the contacts made with the Moline 
meeting. While the responses may have been slow, as potential contribu­
tors watched for CAST to prove itself, the indications were positive. 
The president of a large agricultural chemical corporation sent his 
company's check with this message: "We know that CAST will be fair and 
objective and will not becone the handmaiden of industry or the environ­
mentalists. If CAST is to establish credibility with nonfarm audiences, 
87 it must reserve its objectivity and independence." 
Black was persistent in maintaining contact with potential sources 
of income for CAST. An example is the correspondence with Abbott 
Laboratories. Abbott's Vice President for Agricultural and Veterinary 
Products, Mr. George S. Appleton, on January 2 declined an invitation to 
the Moline meeting, as "we believe we have a strong affiliation with several 
QQ 
groups that are quite adequate to meet our needs." Black responded 
on January 8, urging him "to keep an open mind" about CAST, and pointing 
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out that CAST could do many things not possible for trade associa­
tions.®^ 
A reminder about CAST and its 1973 plans was sent to Abbott on 
April 4.90 On April 16 Appleton applied again, referring to Abbott's 
trade association commitments,Black told about industry representa­
tion in CAST on April 18.On April 24, Black continued the ex­
change. "I don't propose to harass you people," he wrote to Appleton, 
"but I do think we may not have succeeded in making clear to you the 
nature of our activity...." He listed three reasons why Abbott should 
join CAST (the Directory, the Pesticide Report, and the Report No. 1), 
then concluded that "no one organization is capable of solving all the 
problems or of meeting all the needs."93 
"As one salesman to another, I cannot help but admire your 
persistence," Appleton wrote back. "Funds available for support of 
groups or councils such as CAST are drying up. The major reason is that 
more and more of these available dollars are going toward internal 
efforts to confront the increasing harassment of various regulatory 
bodies in the worldwide marketing of agricultural products." While he 
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could continue to watch CAST, at that time "my decision is final." 
Being called a salesman was quite a compliment. Black responded. 
"I really wasn't trying to sell you as much as I was trying to get you 
to understand." He continued, "The fact is, I am far from a salesman. 
I am a professor who would prefer to be spending his time on academic 
activities to working on the development of CAST." He was involved 
"because the force of circumstances thrust me in a position to do some­
thing positive for agriculture and agricultural science" which he 
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considered more important than his academic activities. He concluded, 
"Believe it or not, CAST was developed in response to the same move­
ment that is responsible for the reasons you give for not supporting 
CAST!"^^ 
That ended the exchange, though Black promised to send information 
about CAST from time to time, which he did again on November 13.^^ 
Not all companies received as many or such detailed letters from 
CAST, but the Abbott example was not unusual. Black was quick to 
respond to a "no," especially if he believed the writer and his organiza­
tion did not really understand what CAST was all about. In many cases 
that paid off for CAST, but Abbott has never become a member. 
In April, Black began preparing promotional materials for soliciting 
sustaining members (trade associations). He adapted some of the items 
prepared for the Moline meeting, such as the membership application and 
the brochure. He felt that securing some trade association members 
might encourage their member companies to join CAST. In fact, some as-
OT 
sociations were asking about membership. "" A number of other Board 
members joined in the effort. Cardon recruited the National Livestock 
go 
Feeders' Association; Howes accounted for the other three sustaining 
99 
members but was less successful with the Georgia Poultry Federation. 
Crosby brought in his employer, NCA, in 1974. 
The Director of three associations of control officials, including 
the American Association of Pesticide Control Officials (AAPCO), in­
quired about CAST membership in September. He wanted them to become 
members, but did not know how they fit in with scientific societies. 
In a telephone conversation. Black learned about the purposes and 1RS 
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classifications of the organizations, then decided to have the matter 
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discussed informally at the next Board meeting. In time the AAPCO 
and other groups were to become sustaining members. 
There were continuing efforts to increase the individual membership 
of CAST. Solicitation campaigns were mailed to members of ASHS, ASA, 
and APGC during the summer months. Labels were purchased from the 
Societies and the mailings made from Ames, 
Individuals requesting reports and information from CAST received 
an invitation to join, often with a letter from Black. Those who had 
questions, as a result of solicitation letters, would receive complete, 
personal replies filled with all the facts available to Black. He often 
encouraged his correspondents to put pressure on the officials of non-
member societies to affiliate with CAST. 
A frequent reason for not joining CAST was that there are "many 
fine new and old organizations and publications doing good work that has 
to be done" and "need our support if they are to survive financial­
ly." Black's strong belief in the importance of societies was ap­
parent in his reply. "The amount we are asking as a membership fee in 
CAST is so small that it is difficult to conceive any person of profes­
sional rank missing it," he wrote. "We are accustomed to complaining 
about the membership fees in our professional societies.... But 
the fact is that the fees are small by comparison with our salaries and 
the fees people pay for membership in trade unions." 
Many of the new individual members hoped "to serve actively as a 
member of CAST." They had the notion that CAST membership, like 
scientific society membership, allowed them the opportunity to take part 
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in activities such as task forces. Black asked them to become "a personal 
ambassador for CAST in your organization and throughout the country" 
108 
and even in their nonmember societies, such as AAEA. 
Informal inquiries for financial support were made to the Rockefeller 
and Ford Foundations. Both Foundations had significant agricultural 
development assistance programs in the less-advantaged nations, but 
did not have domestic agriculture programs. The Ford Foundation, after 
an unofficial review of CAST materials, "judged other activities to be 
of higher priority given the nature of the Foundation's Resources and 
Environment program." Black was told by an agronomy society col­
league on the Rockefeller Foundation staff that the possibilities of 
its supporting CAST were very slim, and that such funding would be an 
exception to their policy. 
Handling the funds and membership records of CAST became an in­
creasingly large assignment during 1973.The Executive Committee 
voted in September to not replace Becker in February as the volunteer 
treasurer at the end of his term on the Board, Their preference was 
to turn those responsibilities over to the executive vice president, 
but without one they decided to employ professional accounting help. 
Black turned first to the headquarters offices of the member societies; 
would any of them "wish to provide this service for CAST until we are 
able to employ our own staff" and, if so, what would be the cost of 
112 
the service?" 
Not all societies replied, for some — such as ASAS and WSSA — had 
contractual arrangements with organizations providing administrative 
services. Of those responding, there was no interest. AFGC could not 
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d o  i t ; C S T P A  s a i d  i t  w o u l d  b e  i m p o s s i b l e a n d  t h e  A S H S  c o u l d  
not do it as they were moving their headquarters from Michigan to 
Virginia. Only the ASA said they would discuss it.^^^ Ob­
viously, some alternative procedure would have to be developed in 
1974. 
As the formal structure developed, other elements of the Bylaws 
were put to practice. Dr. W. L. Nelson of the Potash Institute, repre­
senting the ASA, was chairman of the first nominating committee. 
The task of selecting two candidates each for President-Elect and 
member-at-large was difficult. It was not until January 2, 1974 that 
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the final candidate was secured. 
Scientific societies continued to consider CAST membership through 
the year. Most of these decision-making processes have been described 
in previous chapters. The American Society of Plant Physiology (ASPP) 
executive committee rejected CAST membership. A strong supporter of 
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CAST in ASPP, Dr. R. P. Up church, urged the matter be reconsidered. 
Black had sent them CAST information about a year previously, so felt 
120 
the materials they used for their decision were out of date. The 
ASPP President, Dr. William S. Hillman of the Brookhaven National 
Laboratory, said the reasons for not joining were (1) the substantial 
yearly dues, and (2) "the feeling that it might not be wise for a purely 
scientific society like ASPP to be closely associated with a group in 
which commercial interests of various kinds will certainly play a major 
121 
role." Black chose an "oblique approach" to respond to Hillman's 
second reason; an informational letter to presidents of all 
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agricultural and agriculture-related societies (including ASPP) on the 
122 
subject of industry control of CAST. 
A somewhat different question was raised by an inquiry by the 
Washington legal counsel for the Association of Applied Insect Ecologists 
(AAIE), "a small California group whose members are principally in the 
business of 'scouting' fields and giving advice as to pest management." 
The AAIE was identified as a new group that was seriously split between 
those favoring biological control as advocated by Dr. R. van den Bosch, 
by those advocating integrated control, and by yet others with "a yen 
to take action of some sort against chemical companies. " 
Black responded diplomatically, sharing his recently-acquired 
experience on organizational development and management. While indicating 
he could not speak for the Board, he expressed the opinion that they 
would turn down a membership application from a society that was a 
124 lobbying group. 
Soon after William G. Barksdale of Cook Industries was named AFGC 
representative on the Board early in 1973, he began co assise Black with 
ideas and materials for expanding CAST's communication program. One of 
his first suggestions was to prepare and distribute news releases on 
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the appointments of new members to the Board. He took the initiative 
of developing closer relationships with the agricultural communications 
groups, inviting the six major associations to become sustaining members 
of CAST.None of them did. 
CAST quickly developed a policy of avoiding "entangling alliances." 
For example, the American Chemical Society on July 3, 1973, announced the 
creation of a Committee of Scientific Society Presidents to work for the 
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development of a constructive national science policy.Though CAST 
was urged to get involved with the Committee so there would be some in­
put, the Board decided against taking part as its purpose seemed 
129 
to be to influence the government and employers. 
CAST did get involved in two minor incidents where it attempted to 
exert the collective influence of agricultural science. The first 
concerned a proposal before the Board of Trustees of the University of 
Vermont to downgrade its College of Agriculture. Black wrote; 
It seems to me that the proposed reorganization may be equated 
to the view that the productivity of agriculture in the 
United States is something to be taken for granted. I am 
confident that I am speaking for most members of the nine 
scientific societies that comprise the Council for Agricul­
tural Science and Technology when I say that those of us in 
agricultural research and education do not subscribe to this 
philosophy. We are convinced it is false. We know that 
the productivity of agriculture in the United States is a 
hard-won thing. Eternal vigilance and continuous effort 
are needed to keep ahead. 
It is not known how significant the CAST support was, but the Board 
Chairman replied that they were not going to abolish or weaken their 
1 -31 
College of Agriculture. 
The President of WSSA, Dr. Ellery L. Knake of Illinois, asked CAST 
to support his Society's attempt to get the USDA Extension Service (ES) 
to employ a full-time weed specialist. At the time there was one person 
who could devote up to 50% of his time to weeds, along with his other 
132 
soils and crops responsibilities as the ES agronomist. The ES 
Administrator responded to Black's letter by reporting, in effect, that 
he believed the agency was adequately staffed to provide the backstopping 
133 
required by the state extension services. 
154 
A third opportunity to involve CAST influence on behalf of agricul­
tural research was declined by Black. This had to do with the proposed 
cut in Hatch Act appropriations for the state agricultural experiment 
stations. He believed CAST should not be involved because: (1) it was 
an educational organization, a source of information on scientific 
matters; (2) as a tax-exempt organization it could not devote more than 
an insubstantial part of its activity to lobbying; and C3) lobbying for 
Hatch Act funds was an administrative function, such as by the four 
regional research directors. 
Dr. James E. Oldfield of Oregon State University did not entirely 
agree, though he did not advocate involving CAST in a lobbying situation. 
He believed that CAST was "an educational organization designed to ex­
plain agricultural research to those who were not technically trained 
themselves." He thought such people needed education on the funda­
mental role agricultural research was playing, its past successful 
function, and the critical need for it in the foreseeable future. While 
administrators would do their best, he urged help from all available 
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sources and urged Black to reconsider the role that CAST could play. 
Following the Moline meeting, one of the thoughts uppermost in the 
minds of the CAST Board members was to get the organization moving. Black 
solicited their "ideas on priority activities for CAST during the coming 
year" to include the needs of CAST as a whole as well as the societies 
they represented. These recommendations were considered as the 
March 5-6 Board meeting. It is significant to recall that only thirteen 
of a possible twenty-one persons attended this meeting, and to note 
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specifically that neither the original PSA representative, Howes, nor 
his successor. Dr. Walther H. Ott of Merck Sharpe & Dohme, was able to 
137 
attend. The ASAS was represented only by Becker who at that time 
138 
was not a society representative but a member-at-large. 
The Board had authorized two task forces that were related generally 
to the agronomic sciences. As these would probably take some time to 
become operational, the Board voted to provide travel funds for scientists 
to take part in two committees that were providing information to the 
FDA. These two committees appeared to be doing the sort of thing CAST 
had been established for, so it seemed useful to become a part of their 
activities. However, these were not CAST operated committees, and this 
was contrary to the "Statement of Policy Procedures" which had been 
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adopted the previous evening to guide the new organization. 
The authorization which was to provide up to $2,000 in 1973 to 
"persons in CAST societies" on the task force on regulations to certify 
crop varieties appeared to work satisfactorily. The motion had noted 
"persons in CAST societies," which was good wording when compared to 
the other motion appropriating up to $3,000 for travel grants for "animal 
scientists," and which also referred to "animal science societies." 
In its rush to become a viable and visible operation, CAST's Board 
had unknowingly stepped into a controversy involving the ASAS, the 
PSA, and the ADSA. 
It was the intention of the Board that the funds be available for 
the travel of scientists of any of the societies to take part in the 
"Feed Additives and FDA Relations Committee" that had been established 
by the ASAS. The amount appropriated was equal to the annual ASAS 
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membership payment to CAST. In view of the newly adopted CAST policy 
statement, Black suggested to ASAS officials that they might want to 
have CAST take over full financial responsibility for the Committee. 
The ASAS Executive Committee decided to continue the activity them­
selves. 
On May 15, Black sent a memo to "Presidents of scientific agricul­
tural and agriculture-related societies" to provide information on the 
latest developments in CAST. It told of membership and financial 
growth, but emphasized five major activities initiated at the March 
Board meeting, including; 
3. Supporting the animal science societies in preparing 
information for the Food and Drug Administration in con­
nection with FDA's development and implementation of regula­
tions to control animal feed additives. Dr. 0. D. Butler, 
of Texas A&M University, is the leader of a task force on 
feed additives and FDA regulations. Several meetings have 
been held with FDA officials, and reports have been submitted 
to FDA on hormones, copper, and antimicrobials. Because of 
the urgency of the need, this activity was undertaken by the 
American Society of Animal Science before CAST became opera­
tive. The project is now supported by the American Society 
of Animal Science and CAST. 
This news, along with a May 25 letter to the PSA President, Dr. 
P. B. Siegel of VPISU, Howes, and Ott, brought an immediate response 
from the PSA. Siegel reported that ASAS had formed its ad hoc committee 
on feed additives because of interest peculiar to that organization, 
rather than work through an Intersociety (PSA, ADSA, and ASAS) Comr-
mittee on Drugs and Chemicals. He said this was placing PSA in a 
dilemma, for PSA wanted to support its Intersociety Committee and CAST, 
but that CAST had chosen to serve the special needs of ASAS. 
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Ott confirmed Siegel's statement, then added, "From what I know of 
the origin, motivation and objectives of this committee, it should 
continue solely or largely as an ASAS committee until its mission is 
accomplished. If CAST is to be active in this same area, I feel we 
must make a fresh start with a new task force to be given the factual 
assignments that should properly reflect the role of CAST in this 
area. " 
Black responded to Siegel that it was "not CAST's purpose to sup­
port the efforts of individual societies in the way we are supporting 
the ASAS committee," and that in the future it probably would not be 
involved in activities such as this. He explained the process the 
Board had gone through in reaching its decision based on the informa­
tion available to it at the time. He defended the Board's decision for 
that reason, then suggested that PSA was in an even better position than 
CAST, through the Intersociety Committee, to change the desired direction 
of the committee. 
Siegel's response was an indication of the Increasing seriousness 
of the problem. He wrote Black, "Certain members of the PSA Executive 
now state that they understand why CAST refers to the 'animal science 
societies' rather than 'animal and poultry science societies.' This has 
apparently developed from studying the list of advisors to your groups 
and the lack of poultry scientists." He promised the PSA would have a 
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frank discussion on the topics at its August meeting. 
There was no report about the August meeting until early in 1974. 
In the meantime. Black attended the meeting of the "Feed Additives and 
FDA Relations Committee" in Lincoln, Nebraska, on July 29,and gained 
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the opinion "that the activity is a very valuable one."^^^ He for­
warded the committee's report to the CAST Board with a reminder of their 
decision to provide travel support. "In a sense, therefore," he wrote, 
"the activity of the ASAS committee is in part an activity of CAST al­
though we play no part in determining the activities." He pointed out 
that several PSA and ADSA members of the ASAS committee were eligible 
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to receive the payments. 
The controversy was difficult for CAST member-at-large Howes, who 
had been associated with CAST since the Agricultural Board Task Force 
meeting. He was Head of the VPISU Poultry Science Department, and in­
cluded PSA President Siegel among his faculty members. Howes suggested 
to Black that one way to begin to "soothe the troubled feelings" would 
be to rephrase the description of the activity from; "Supporting the 
animal science societies in preparing information for FDA..." to 
"Supporting the American Society of Animal Science in preparing in-
152 formation.... 
On January 21, 1974, Ott wrote that the PSA Executive Committee at 
its annual meeting in August "expressed considerable concern about 
continuing to support CAST financially." The major objection was al­
locating CAST funds for the ASAS committee. By a bare majority vote the 
Committee agreed "to support CAST for one more year and to reassess 
the situation in August 1974." In the opinion of the PSA Executive 
Committee, support of the ASAS committee was not in line with the ob­
jectives and procedures of CAST. Ott added he would want an accounting 
of CAST funds used for the committee according to amount, purpose and 
accomplishment for a report to the PSA. He concluded, "As far as I can 
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judge, the CAST Task Forces have done their work well and have produced 
reports in keeping with CAST's high standards .... We must get CAST 
back on track...in accordance with the purpose and objectives of 
TO 
CAST." 
Though ASAS requested a continuation of the CAST funds for the 
committee's travel in 1974, the Board voted unanimously to provide no 
support. The consensus was that CAST should be supporting its own 
activities rather than those of the member societies. The same decision 
was made for the travel grants for the plant science task force working 
with FDA. 
Even though CAST had withdrawn from the travel grant support 
activities, there continued to be anti-CAST sentiment in the PSA leader­
ship which Howes, now the President-Elect, sought to correct so "we can 
all exert the cooperative effort so badly needed today as we attempt to 
present a solid picture of scientific truth in agriculture." After 
identifying himself with both PSA and CAST, he wrote: 
The value, and the fuuccion, of CAST must be judged upon 
its total effort — not upon a single function with which some 
disagreement might exist. In the support of the Animal 
Science work in feed additives (which was part of a temporary 
commitment to assist any scientific society concerned with 
the animal segment of agriculture, including Poultry Science 
if requested), CAST was unaware of any problem which existed 
between the policies of the two societies (or of personnel of 
the two societies) when it provided modest sums for travel 
in. support of the work being done by Animal Science. I was 
not even aware of the situation myself. If a mistake was made, 
it was an honest mistake made by the Board of Directors of 
CAST, and not by any one man. The action was taken in an 
effort to be of assistance to all and not prejudicial in any 
way. If a mistake was made by CAST in this instance, I 
would hope for realization that no organization is completely 
beyond error (not even our own beloved Poultry Science As­
sociation). If a mistake was made, CAST's Board of Directors 
has taken action designed to prevent any reoccurrence of a 
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situation of unequal participation by its active membership — 
activity of CAST is now so great as to demand full utiliza­
tion of funds and efforts on only those Task Forces which are 
originated by CAST and answerable directly to the Board of 
Directors of CAST. This is your organization and governed 
by a Board upon ^/hich you are very i-zell represented. 
Ott presented the PSA Executive Committee with a two-page report 
as their CAST representative, on CAST's organizational structure, 
operating policies, and documents published in 1973 and 1974. No 
mention was made of the ASAS Committee. PSA remained in CAST. 
While it appears that the CAST Board made an innocent mistake in 
this situation, at least two lessons were learned which were important 
to the organization's increasing strength: (1) It should only support 
activities for which the organization is fully responsible, and (2) active 
participation by all members of the Board was important to maintaining 
good ties with the member societies. 
The final major event for CAST in 1973 was the "Pesticide Report 
to the Nation" and the "Pesticide Dial-ogue." This combined activity 
1 SA 
was held October 24 in the Sheraton-Chicago Hotel, Chicago. 
The idea had originated more than a year before with Adolfi, the 
CIBA-GEIGY agricultural public relations manager who was also chairman 
of the NACA public relations committee. He proposed a one-day seminar 
or symposium to survey progress in pesticides and the environment, 
including biological control, to give the public a progress report on 
some serious environmental questions. NACA would provide CAST a grant 
sufficient for a first class event, including honoraria for speakers 
to prepare papers and to pay their expenses. Invitations were to be 
161 
extended to science writers, federal and state administrators, scientists, 
and others who communicated with the public. The procedure proposed by 
AdoIfi was similar to that used in developing a symposium on triazines 
at the University of California at Riverside. 
The Board approved the project by mail ballot; a progress report 
was made at the Board meeting in March 1973. Next came a planning 
meeting in Chicago on April 2 attended by CAST member societies, four 
nonmember societies (AAEA, APS, ESA, and ASAE), and two persons from 
the NACA committee. By mid-July the six scientific speakers had 
been confirmed along with Senator Robert Dole of Kansas. 
The public relations activities were being handled by NACA, with 
Paluszek in charge. He suggested an added dimension, a "Pesticide 
Dial-ogue" in which eight WATS telephone lines would be obtained so 
the speakers and other knowledgeable scientists could be on hand to 
answer questions about pesticides. The opportunity to make the calls 
would be promoted through advance publicity which would develop addi­
tional news coverage of the event. The Board was not impressed with 
this proposal, and the supplementary idea that the Dial-ogue would be 
advertised by agricultural chemical companies* The Board voted "not 
to approve the proposal that WATS lines be rented and that industry 
sponsored advertisements be placed to call attention to the availability 
of the WATS lines." 
The Board's decision was reversed by a mail ballot reported August 29 
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in -which $2,000 was authorized for the toll-free telephone lines. 
But even with Paluszek's staff handling much of the detail of arranging 
for the day, it looked as though nobody would come, "They were in a 
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panic." Industry people and college students from the Chicago area 
were brought in to make up an audience. Senator Dole's appearance at­
tracted about 25 news people, who were mostly interested in his views 
about Watergate. Black was able to get a few news people interested 
in the Dial-ogue. 
The Dial-ogue turned out to be very successful. Twenty scientists 
took part in the Dial-ogue, handling about 500 calls, with another 
2,000 callers getting a busy signal. Black remarked, "We showed the 
scientific community that through the use of creative communications 
techniques it's possible for the scientific position on such significant 
matters to be communicated to the general public." Paluszek was given 
credit for the "innovative phone-in," as a "New York public relations 
counselor who specialized in selling corporations on the wisdom of 
practicing positive social responsibility." 
The event received news coverage in such diverse publications as 
the Washington Post and Feedstuffs magazine.1^7 The published 
report of the event proved to be very popular. By mid-1974, two 
printings of a total of 3,500 copies had been distributed, and a third 
1 
was being made, " 
The telephone dial-ogue format was very effective for CAST. Through 
Paluszek and the NA.CA, it was to be adapted to broader issues of 
agricultural science. It became apparent to the CAST leaders, too, 
that follow-up distribution of the printed report of a scientific meeting 
could be equally as important as the event itself. 
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Several minor activities were initiated in 1973 that served as 
precedents for future action by CAST. 
At the July Board meeting, a presentation had been made on the 
proposed Federal Noxious Weed Act, and it had been agreed that Rodgers, 
the WSSA President, would prepare a draft of a fact sheet on weeds which 
CAST might send to Congress. The draft was sent to the Board for 
its ir6vi.6W on August 14 and m&îled to th.6 ni6nib6rs of tli6 SônatB and 
House Committees in time to arrive before hearings on September 13» 
CAST was able to provide supplementary information on noxious weeds to 
a Congressman and to the Office of Management and Budget, so Black thought 
"that agricultural science has done pretty well on this matter — far 
172 better than we have been doing in the past." 
Through NACA, CAST learned about OSHA hearings on "permanent re­
entry standards" for fields treated with pesticides. Black and Cowan 
asked the CAST representative of AOSA, Dr. D. F. Grabe of Oregon State, 
to attend the session in Boise, Idaho, on July 31, and to report to the 
Board of Directors. The purpose was "to obtain an insight into the 
ways such affairs are conducted in view of our developing involvement in 
governmental activities." In response, Grabe provided a four-page 
documentation of the issues in the case as well as observations of the 
conduct of the Boise hearings. 
Paluszek alerted Black to CBS-TV's rebroadcast of its documentary 
television program based on Carson*s Silent Spring. Black wrote to CBS 
saying that among scientists who "use the rigorous scientific method to 
develop and establish, facts about pesticides. Silent Spring has a reputa­
tion for exaggeration, bias, and outright misrepresentation." He urged 
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CBS to be represented at the "Pesticide Report to the Nation" to get 
answers "in a very sincere, straightforward, and reasonable way on the 
basis of knowledge developed from many years of effort and experience," 
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He also sent a copy of the Directory as a reference. 
The network's response was to defend the broadcast saying it had 
been a rebroadcast of "a classic documentary reporting which helped call 
attention at the time many years ago to some of the environmental problems 
which we are all now wrestlingo" 
Throughout the year, CAST officers continued to maintain and expand 
cooperative relationships with other related organizations and groups. 
Crosby had represented CAST at the "Farm Summit" on September 17 
which had been called by Congressman Jerry Litton of Missouri to unite 
the National Agricultural Institute and the National Agricultural Com­
munications Board. Both organizations had been formed to tell the story 
of agriculture to the nonagricultural public. By the end of the meeting 
about $250,000 had beea pledged co the work» Crosby "made a brief com­
ment for CAST in support of the overall program in terms of scientific 
expertise though obviously made no financial commitment." It was his 
conclusion that the new program "would take off and generally supplement 
and support the overall objectives of CAST."^^^ His report was shared 
with Board members along with information about handouts from the 
meeting. 
The American Society of Agricultural Consultants (ASAC) continued to 
show a keen interest in the work of CAST, and was looking forward to be­
coming a member even though it did not fit the general mold of a 
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scientific society. Howes accepted an invitation to speak at the 
group's Agricultural Forum in October 1973 to introduce the ASAC members 
to CAST and its objectives.It was an unusual assignment for Howes 
as he had to "walk a narrow line of 'near selling' for the benefit of 
future support of agricultural business but restraining 'all-out en­
thusiasm' and excitement which might generate demand for society active 
membership." 
The ARI went through its reorganization process during the year. 
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Crosby and Black attended meetings of the ARI Executive Committee. 
While at one point it appeared there might be an overlap of objectives 
1 A? 
of the two groups, this was quickly dispelled and a good working 
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relationship maintained. 
Toward the end of the year Black was looking to a transfer of the 
CAST responsibilities to the new President, Cowan, but he recognized this 
was not realistic. "He has too many other responsibilities that he cannot 
let go. The only way I can see at present to keep us from faltering 
when he takes over is to divide the work among the president, the past 
president, and the president-elect. At the rate we are going now, each 
of these three persons will need to devote about half time to CAST to 
, . „185 keep us moving." 
Black's efforts had not gone unnoticed nor unappreciated. The 
President-Elect of ASHS wrote: 
I can assure you that the ASHS is giving enthusiastic sup­
port to CAST, and we marvel at the excellent job you are 
doing. As horticulturists we want to be a part of any task 
force where you think our expertise would be of value. I have 
the impression that the Federal Government has short-changed 
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itself by not seeking the knowledge of people in agriculture 
when the occasion clearly demanded the services of such 
people. We hope that CAST can do much to correct this 
situation. 
The continuity of CAST's momentum was a concern of new members, too. 
Dr. R. F. Holland, an ASA Board representative, was a vice president of 
DeKalb AgResearch. He reported to Cowan that in DeKalb discussions 
about supporting membership, the idea came up about having Black continue 
full time in the formative stages. He expressed the opinion that while 
there was not enough money to hire somebody full time, they would be 
getting more members. "I know of no person who could do as fine a job 
as Charlie," he wrote, "and even though it might involve a move to the 
1 A 7 
Washington area, he just might feel that the challenge is worth it." 
Cowan agreed, "Your idea is an excellent one," though he was still hope­
ful to have a person in Washington on a full-time basis. On a recent 
trip with Black they had talked about the situation and he believed they 
might be able to retain his seirvices on a part-time basis. Black had 
made no commitment. Cowan hoped the matter could be seriously enter-
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tained at the February Board meeting in St. Louis. 
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CHAPTER VII. 
THE MULTIDISCIPLINARY TASK FORCE REPORTING PROCESS 
Representatives of the eleven member societies, the seven members 
of the Executive Committee (including the officers), and one of the 
newly selected representatives of the individual members, took part in 
the CAST annual meeting in St. Louis of February 1-2, 1974. All member 
societies and the individual members were represented, though there 
were five absences. Guests were present from the APS, SMA, ESA, 
and ARI.^ 
President Slack made a comprehensive report of the activities for 
1973, listing materials that had been supplied to or were being 
developed for Congress (13 reports), for the EPA (15 document evalua­
tions, comments, and reports), for the FDA (3 reports and activities), 
and the CMB (one statement), as well as three public education 
2 
activities. 
He presented a list of nine "Important Lessons Gained from Ex­
periences in 1973." This was an excellent review of activities as well 
as an account of the procedures that had been developed as the multi-
disciplinary task force system was evolving. The entire statement 
is given below: 
1. we are unable to see the needs clearly enough to chart 
our own course on activities. If we tried to do it, the 
results would be very poor. Our job is to respond to the 
needs. The needs change and develop too quickly for an 
organization that meets once or twice or even ten times a 
year to provide detailed guidance. All we have to do to 
verify this is to look back from where we are now to where 
we were and what we could see last March when we decided on 
half a dozen projects as the ones on which we would spend 
our meager funds. 
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2. Most of our time is spent most profitably in responding 
to needs that someone else on the inside of his particular 
activity decides are important. We have the option of 
determining whether or not we shall respond. We are not 
in position to determine, except in part, how we shall 
respond. This should be a lesson for member societies also. 
On some questions their expertise may be in great demand. 
On other questions it may be of no consequence. When we 
cannot control the needs, we cannot arrange for a steady 
level of activity for the various subject-matter groups in 
agricultural science. 
3. The time is usually too short to permit us to do the 
kind of flawless, polished job we would like to do. We have 
to accept this and do the best we can within the time 
available under the philosophy that what we do is far better 
than nothing. 
4. Because of the difficult time schedule on many of the 
activities, it is essential that the organization be handled 
very quickly. The job cannot be done by mail. It must be 
done by telephone and it must be done by someone who can put 
in the hours needed at the critical time. Development of 
task forces requires not hours but days of solid telephoning. 
The affairs and interrelationships are often complex, and 
it would be difficult to do the job properly if several 
people were actively involved. 
5. Flexibility is essential. We must be able to adapt our­
selves to the needs of the situation. We cannot afford to 
establish rigid procedures because of the varied situations 
that are encountered. 
6. It is helpful if the person developing the task forces is 
either a university man or an employee of CAST. The reason 
is that most of the people we contact to serve on the task 
forces are unknown to us personally. Consequently, the first 
thing we must do when we call them on the telephone is to 
identify ourselves — who we are and where we are. If we can 
say we are at a particular university, we need go no further. 
But if we were required to say that we were with a particular 
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do; this would give us a bad start with many prospective 
task force members. The problems we see now in this con­
nection should gradually disappear with time as CAST be­
comes better known and gains greater recognition. 
7. Agricultural scientists are willing and ready to take 
part in CAST task force activities if they are able. In 
the many contacts made during 1973, most of which were with 
strangers, not a single antagonistic response was encountered. 
179 
A number of persons of course could not take part in the work 
of the task forces because they were already committed. But 
if they could do the job they did. The response has been 
extremely gratifying. 
8. Careful editing of the reports is essential. Some of the 
reports are received in good enough condition to be sent 
forward unchanged without embarrassment to CAST, but this is 
not true of all. The results would be fatal if we sent in 
some of the reports as received. The task forces are almost 
always under an impossible time schedule, and the chairman 
has an exceedingly heavy responsibility. The time available 
for writing, polishing, and reviewing is never adequate. 
9. Members of the board have valuable functions in policy­
making and in providing suggestions for activities. The 
liaison they provide with individual members in their 
respective societies who are needed in task force activities 
is invaluable. We should devise some way to involve board 
luembers more actively in the organizational and promotional 
activities of CAST.^ 
On the basis of the lessons learned in 1973, Black proposed a new 
statement of operational guidelines , to replace the "Statement of 
Operational Procedures" which had been adopted in March 1973.^ The 
three-page "Operational Guidelines" passed as presented, with the 
exception of a modification of one sentence. The new "Guidelines," 
which were to remain in effect cl'iirougiiout the period with only one 
amendment (the addition of a section) included an expanded statement 
of purpose, along with statements of procedures on special projects 
and on development of reports.^ 
The new statement of purpose began by borrowing from the March 
1973 document, then specified three functions the organization would 
do, followed by one that it should not do: 
The Council for Agricultural Science and Technology (CAST) 
is an educational organization for agricultural science and 
technology as a whole. CAST's general purpose is to provide 
accurate information to the public, the news media, and 
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the government on the science and technology of agricultural 
matters of broad public concern. 
More specifically, the purpose is to (a) to serve as a resource 
group to which the public and government may turn for informa­
tion on the science and technology of agricultural issues 
of current concern, and independently to identify developing 
issues of broad public concern on which agricultural scientists 
and technologists can provide information, (b) to organize 
task forces of agricultural scientists and technologists from 
the relevant disciplines to assemble and interpret factual 
information related to these issues, and (c) to disseminate 
the information in a usable and effective form to the public, 
the news media, and the government, as appropriate. 
It is not the purpose of CAST to serve private persons or 
organizations, although reports and other information may 
be made available to such persons or organizations inci­
dentally.& 
"Special Projects" were defined as those "other than the prepara­
tion of educational reports," including such things as the Directory 
and the "Pesticide Report to the Nation." Those of a substantial nature 
were to be cleared with the Board or the Executive Committee. Procedures 
to be followed would depend on the nature of the project.^ A review 
of these activities is in Chapter VIII. 
CAST Reports were defined as "the printed, educational documenLS 
prepared on request or at the suggestion of CAST members and others. 
The reports are generally directed to a specific audience and are 
O 
prepared with this in mind." These will be discussed in detail 
later in this chapter. 
CAST has been characterized as not so much an organization as a 
means for mobilizing the scientific talent needed to address national 
Q 
issues related to agriculture. The organization developed its 
most effective work around the multidisciplinary task force reports in 
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which the scientists best qualified to serve "speak on the basis of 
their own understanding on the subject.There is no CAST policy 
on the issues addressed.(See Chart 1.) 
It is important to bear in mind during a discussion of die CAST 
task force reporting process that these activities are carried out 
with CAST funds only. While CAST was empowered to accept grants for 
12 
research projects, it had made no effort to do so for these reports. 
This has removed CAST from a competitive position with commercial re­
search organizations, but even more important is that it has thus earned 
a reputation for scientific credibility. Participants on task forces 
receive no honoraria from CAST. It is expected that their regular 
salaries will be paid by their employers even though they are serving 
in their individual capacities rather than as institutional representa­
tives. Travel expenses of participants are reimbursed when they sub-
13 
mit expense accounts. 
There appears to have been no consistency to whether or not task 
force members would submit their expenses to CAST for payment or whether 
their employers would pay this as part of their regular duties. It 
is rare that all members of a task force have submitted their expenses 
to CAST, but it has happened as in the 1974 task force on "Rural Develop­
ment." Only eight of fifteen members of "The Phenoxy Herbicides" group 
billed CAST for their meeting expenses. In fact, of the five task 
forces whose reports were published in February 1975, including "The 
Phenoxy Herbicides," the range was from none of twenty-four members, 
to one of twenty-three, to about half of the members of the others 
(which had fifteen and sixteen members each) 
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The task force reporting process as developed and practiced by 
CAST followed a definite pattern as described in the "Operational Guide­
lines," but Black specified, "One of the keys to getting a quality 
job done expeditiously is to be flexible enough in terms of procedures 
to cope with the many circumstances."^^ 
The process may be summarized in this manner: 
1. To identify critical issues relating to agricultural science 
that are of concern to decision-makers. 
2. To identify the top scientists with expertise in the topic 
and to secure their participation. 
3. To provide an efficient mechanism for the participants to 
carry out their assignment in a manner that will provide for completion 
of an accurate consensus statement. 
4. To make the report available to the target audience at a time 
and in a form that will be useful to the decision-makers. 
The ccnceptvislisaticn cf an idea for a task force r.ay take longer 
than the production time in development of the report, or the entire 
process may move very rapidly. CAST spent considerable effort in care­
fully defining the issues before moving ahead with its internal decision­
making process, i.e., was this something CAST should do or not?^® 
At each step in this process, the Executive Vice President and the 
officers of CAST, along with the Executive Committee, exercised con­
siderable influence on the decision. Once this had been reached, 
the Executive Vice President was responsible for seeing the project 
through to completion. As in most organizations of this nature, the 
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Chart 1, The CAST multidisciplinary task force reporting process 
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Executive Vice President played a gatekeeper role, thus was in the key 
position. In practice Black consulted frequently with the officers 
on considerations which may have developed. He conferred most often 
with the CAST Presidents, for with him they were most directly 
responsible for the organization. These frequent discussions helped 
to avoid mistakes. 
The ideas for CAST task force reports came about in a variety of 
ways. In theory it may be said that suggestions could come from any­
one, anywhere. The initiator need not have been officially related to 
CAST to identify a need for a task force study. Black has received 
considerable correspondence from persons asking CAST to provide a 
response to topics of interest to them.^^ 
In practice, the ideas tended to come through established channels. 
The idea for the first task force was presented by Dr. Ralph J. 
McCracken, who at the time was Associate Director of the North Carolina 
Agricultural Experiment Station and later became Associate Administrator 
of the U5DÂ Agricultural Research Service. Ke was a member of the 
CAST Board and was knowledgeable of the topic, surface mining reclama­
tion. He communicated his idea to Black who presented it to the Board 
18 
which authorized the study. 
The Dean of Agriculture of the University of Wisconsin, Dr. G. S. 
Pound, and the Wisconsin Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Donald E. 
Wilkinson, asked CAST to prepare a report on the herbicide 2,4,5-T 
when it came under attack from environmentalist groups in Wisconsin 
and Minnesota and bills banning its use were introduced in the states' 
legislatures.'9 The real issue was much broader than just the one 
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chemical substance, so the topic for the task force was defined as 
90 
"The Phenoxy Herbicides." 
The request that CAST develop a task force report on "Aldrin and 
DieIdrin in Agriculture" came from the Pacific Legal Foundation (PLF), 
a conservative, publie-interest law foundation. The report was for 
filing as a friend of the court brief in a case being heard in 
21 22 
Washington, D.C. in the fall of 1974, in EPA suspension hearings. 
It "as Paluszek who alerted Black to the CBS television program 
"The American Way of Cancer." A network news release indicated the 
program was not dealing specifically with agriculture, but it seemed 
it would have an obvious impact on agriculture because it was directed 
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at chemicals, and chemicals are used in agriculture. This was the 
basis for CAST's first review of the scientific content of a television 
program. 
Through discussions with an official of the Food and Drug Administra­
tion, CAST was asked to prepare a written statement on the specific 
informàtioû that should be contained in the envircnscntal impact state­
ment for feed and food additives. Statements of this nature were re­
quired by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. and as FDA 
began its procedures under the law, CAST was asked to assist with that 
portion which deals with the content and format of the statements. 
Many requests for CAST studies have been made by Members of the 
U.S. Congress. One of the first was from Congressman B. F. Sisk of 
California who asked CAST to review U.S. Treasury Department recom­
mendations for closing tax loopholes, especially as the "Limitation on 
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Artificial Accounting Losses" might affect agricultural producers in 
California.25 
The CAST task force on "An Approach to Evaluation of Rural 
Transportation Needs and Problems in the United States," was developed 
in response to a request from Senator Walter D. Huddleston of Kentucky. 
He wanted the study available in time for a series of hearings on rural 
transportation to be held by a subcommittee of the Senate Committee 
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on Agriculture and Forestry. 
Senator Hubert H. Humphrey of Minnesota invited CAST to supply 
information on rural development. The report was to be "on what can 
be done to improve and make more effective our present programs in 
27 
rural development." 
By no means did all ideas turn up as published reports. Black 
told the Executive Committee that the first decision was to determine 
whether or not the subject was in CAST's area. The second step was to 
clarify the issue. Sometimes this was relatively simple, such as an 
announcement in the Federal Register triat reviews of a document were 
due by a specified deadline. In the case of requests from Congress, 
Black quickly learned to talk by telephone with the staff members 
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working on the project to get a detailed explanation. 
A request from the Nebraska Department of Agriculture for an affi-
29 davit on the effects of 2,4-D applications for controlling musk thistle 
was turned down as it was not a national issue. Two weed specialists 
were recommended as possible sources of the needed statements. 
The Pacific Legal Foundation, representing the states of Wyoming 
and Montana, asked CAST for a study on the control of wild horses, a 
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topic that was then being argued before the U.S. Supreme Court as 
both state and federal agencies sought jurisdiction over the animals 
in the Western states. The matter also involved the EPA hearings on 
uses of strychnine for control of predators. Black consulted live­
stock and range management specialists about the topic, but the idea 
was quickly dismissed as the PLF in effect withdrew its request when 
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the situation was settled. 
The preliminary screening process was an important staff function 
for CAST for it provided the Board a mechanism for expediting action 
on the requests that obviously were not within the scope of CAST, thus 
could be handled without the necessity of official action. Those that 
did qualify were put in a form which would expedite Board action. The 
Executive Vice President had an important role to play in this step of 
the task force reporting process. 
The "Operational Guidelines" specify that the Board of Directors 
will have the responsibility for creating task forces: 
1. In general, the development of task forces to prepare 
reports shall be cleared with the board of directors if a 
board meeting will be timely and otherwise with the execu­
tive conmittee. The more critical instances are those in 
which a substantial sura of money would be involved and those 
in which there is some question about the suitability of 
the project in question to CAST's purpose or capabilities. 
2. The board of directors, executive committee, or officer 
concerned shall define the nature âad scope of the informa­
tion to be developed by the task force that prepares the 
report 
The first of CAST's reports on energy in agriculture began in the 
March 1973 Board meeting. A Board Member, Dr. Roland D. Hauck, 
representative of the SSSA, was asked to investigate the topic and 
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report back.^^ His study was presented to the July meeting, but 
the Board took no action,The idea remained in limbo until late 
October when Senator Huddleston suggested some assistance on a hearing 
O C 
coming up on energy in agriculture. Black consulted with Huddle-
ston's staff to clarify the charge to the task force, and the group was 
selected by November 13. The Executive Committee had acted quickly 
to honor Senator Huddleston's request. 
The Board of Directors was interested in the Federal Water Pollu­
t i o n  C o n t r o l  A c t  A m e n d m e n t s  o f  1 9 7 2  a t  i t s  M a r c h  1 9 7 3  m e e t i n g . O n  
the recommendation of the Board member responsible for liaison on the 
topic with EPA, Dr. J. P. Mahlstede of Iowa State, representing ASHS, 
the Board authorized "a task force involving persons with expertise 
in soils, plants, and animals (including fish) be established to pre-
38 
pare a statement on the zero-discharge concept." Though the 
Board decision had been much quicker than for the energy report, the 
time used to complete the work was much longer for there was no dead­
line for submission of the study. The resulting report on "Zero 
Concepts in Air, Water, and Food Quality Legislation" was not issued 
. — • ^ ^ f 39 
until August ZD, l?/4. 
A decision had been made by the Executive Committee to study 
environmental impact analysis reports and environmental impact state­
ments of the Food and Drug Administration. Black telephoned Cowan, 
Becker, Howes, and VanRiper on August 1 and 2, 1973. They all ap­
proved of creating the task force, and three of them made suggestions 
40 
of persons to take part. 
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The Executive Committee made many of the decisions to go ahead 
on task forces, especially after July 1973 when the Board began a 
system of semiannual meetings. While the Board had authorized many 
task forces, those requiring a quick response had obviously depended 
upon the Executive Committee or the President for authorization. Even 
then, Black rarely was able to contact all of them on a single deci-
sion^^ though he always had a majority expression. 
It was the Executive Committee that took action, at their October 
1974 meeting, to prepare the report on the "Phenoxy Herbicides 
Sometimes the situation called for an even quicker response, as in the 
case of the CBS-TV program, "The American Way of Cancer." That decision 
to go ahead with a task force was made by Black in consultation with 
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President Howes. 
The Board seems to have been most often involved in the basic 
decisions for those reports which were original concepts to be developed 
by the task force, with the Executive Committee more involved on the 
quick-response reports, such as the reviews of government documents 
that were being produced against a deadline. 
On occasion, the Board made use of the committee system to help 
reach a decision. In October 1974, the Executive Committee set up a 
small subcommittee to clarify the issues on the impact of minimum 
tillage on soil and water conservation and reduction of use of energy 
as a subject for a task force report.At the end of 1977, the 
issue remained unresolved. While this procedure could become a bad 
habit if frequently used for those issues on which the Board could 
not reach consensus, Black began looking to small committees of Board 
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members to "consider ahead of time the proposed projects in their area 
so they have thought out their position and can come forward with some 
sort of proposal they can support."^5 Some important reports developed 
from committee discussions, including the 1975 "Ruminants as Food 
Producers" and the 1977 "Pesticides for Minor Uses." 
Once the official decision had been made, it was up to Black to 
implement it. Basically, this meant contacting the society representa­
tives to determine (a) whether or not they wanted to take part, (b) who 
might be recommended for chairman, and (c) who might be recommended 
for the task force. 
Black acknowledged that a certain amount of politics became in­
volved in selecting the chairman in an attempt to keep member societies 
happy and also to influence nonmember societies about the worth of 
joining CAST.^^ Contacts with member societies were made through 
their representatives on the Board, while those with nonmember societies 
were made through their presidents. The concern was to get references 
from persons who had a broad acquaintance with the scientists in their 
area or discipline.^7 
The society that was really at the core of the problem was asked 
to recommend persons to be the chairman. The chairman was the first 
person to be named to the task force. Once this was determined. 
Black would discuss with the chairman the scope of the project and get 
recommendations he may have had of others to serve. Other details 
were worked out, such as a tentative meeting time and place, if this 
48 
was to be necessary. 
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Though the task force chairman assisted in selecting the members, 
all of the contacts were made through the CAST official, usually by 
telephone. While the scientists were selected to serve in their 
personal capacities, it seldom was necessary to get authorization from 
their employers for them to take part in the CAST activity. Black 
avoided using industry scientists when the subject was sensitive and 
such presence might be misinterpreted by the news media. 
Black made an effort to develop good representation on the task 
forces, balancing society representation and even geography when this 
was important.He received excellent cooperation from the people 
contacted. As the best people tended to be recommended, they were 
usually the busiest people. The most difficult factor in arranging 
their participation was to set a meeting time at which all could at­
tend, but the meeting procedure was the best way to get something out 
of them. As Black explained, "The chairman then has the talent in his 
hands for that brief time, and if his organization is good enough he 
can get a great deal out of chem in the short time of the meeting." 
It was Black's experience that after the task force meeting it was 
difficult to get the members to do additional writing, though they 
would comment on the drafts of the report. 
As he assembled more and more task forces. Black's procedures 
became standardized. He developed a three-to-four-page letter to 
members of the task force to explain their charge and how to carry it 
out. The details varied with the topic and the particulars of their 
arrangements, but the basic principles remained the same. For example, 
in the case of the task force for the phenoxy herbicides, he began 
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by explaining the issues, who had made the request, and why the issues 
were important nationally. He explained the CAST Executive Committee's 
decision to broaden the scope of the report from 2,4,5-T to cover the 
phenoxy herbicides in general : 
(a) that 2,4,5-T is perhaps the most readily attackable of 
the group, but if its use is banned or restricted the spot­
light will very likely be turned immediately on 2,4-D and 
others in the same group and (b) to prepare a report on a 
single product that is made mostly by one company, which 
incidentally is one of our sustaining [sic] members, could 
subject us to accusations by the press that we were paid by 
that company to produce the report. 
The company producing 2,4,5-T was Dow Chemical Company, though 
Slack later learned there were at least two others. A Dow employee, 
Dr. Keith C. Barrons, was a member of the CAST Board, elected as 
one of the two representatives of the individual members. While 
Barrons had no part in the decision of the Executive Committee to make 
the study, Black was alert and sensitive to the potential problem. 
Black also declined an offer by a public relations consultant serving 
Dow in which Dow scientific materials were offered to the task force. 
"Because of the credibility factor, therefore," he wrote, "I would 
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suggest again that CAST and Dow should remain at arm's length." 
In his letter to the task force, Black continued to define their 
charge : 
At the meeting of the task force in Denver, ic will be your 
responsibility to prepare a draft of a report on the phenoxy 
herbicides. Although the crucial issue, in the case of 
2,4,5-T at least, is the alleged toxicity to the human 
population, CAST's executive committee decided that we 
should confine ourselves to agriculture and that we should 
not broaden the task force to include the experts in human 
toxicology who would be needed to permit the group to speak 
authoritatively on such matters. This does not mean that 
the issue should be skirted completely. I suspect there is 
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considerable information with which members of the task 
force are conversant that bears on this question. But be­
cause I do not know the subject myself, I shall avoid trying 
to set down any definite limits on where you should stop. 
Our general philosophy is that we object to self-styled 
experts who make pronouncements on agricultural matters when 
in fact they are largely ignorant of agriculture, and by the 
same token we consider it prudent to avoid making analogous 
pronouncements on subjects other than those in which we are 
competent. 
In any event, the report should be a factual, objective state­
ment of the subject. It is not our purpose to advocate or 
oppose policies except on the basis of scientific validity. 
This approach is in keeping with CAST's role as an educa­
tional organization.54 
The instructions customarily included "three general reasons for 
avoidance of policy recommendations:" (1) the persons in government to 
whom the report is addressed are all highly intelligent, (2) scientists 
differ in their views on policy just like nonscientists, and (3) advo­
cating or opposing issues in contacts with the executive or legisla­
tive branches of government is classed as lobbying and must be avoided 
by CAST to maintain its tax-exempt status. 
Black usually inserted seme comments on how the task force chair­
man would be handling the meeting and the assembly of the report. Many 
times he communicated instructions from the chairman. In the case of 
the phenoxy herbicides study, it was expected that the chairman would 
assign different groups to draft statements on different subjects, and 
he was concerned that everyone stay through the entire meeting so they 
could review the statements written by other groups as well as respond 
to questions about the reports they had prepared. "These closing hours 
are the most important of all," Black noted. 
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CAST reports were to be "short, clear, and easily readable by non-
scientists." Most of them. Black reported, contained no more than 20 
pages of single-spaced typewritten text. A summary was placed at the 
beginning for those many persons who would read no more. Beyond these 
specifications. Black told the group that CAST was flexible and could 
adjust to the needs of their topic. Length was for the group to 
determine, but he cautioned, "we are not writing for the scientific 
community. What we have to say, we must say in short, snappy fashion," 
or the intended readers would not read it. They were busy people and 
it was difficult to get their attention. "If they don't read the 
report," he said, "we are wasting our time."^^ 
Following the meeting, the chairman had the responsibility to 
prepare a draft of the report and send it to the task force members 
for their review and comment. After the chairman had made appropriate 
revisions, he would then send the report to Black for final editing 
and transmittal. Concurrently, copies of the final draft were to be 
sent to the CAST Executive Committee, whose comments were co be sent 
directly to Black. The completed draft would then be checked by 
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Black with the task force chairman. 
The final segments of the letters described the deadlines or other 
schedules for the task forces, and the arrangements for the groups' 
meetings. For the phenoxy herbicide task force, the meeting was 
scheduled in Denver for November 20, 21, and 22, 1974, at a hotel 
convenient to the airport. Black made the room reservations and 
other arrangements. Each member was to pay his own expenses, then 
59 forward the account to CAST. 
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The chairman of this task force expected to have the revised draft 
of the report to Black so that final editing and publication could be 
completed in time for the report to reach its destination by the end 
of 1974.60 
Black believed that the development of the task forces was a very 
critical job, that it had to be done by the CAST leadership in order 
to keep control of the situation. The telephoning to secure the recom­
mendations and the participation was time consuming, but very important, 
as were the extensive instructions given each task force. 
The chairman of the phenoxy herbicides task force was Dr. Boysie 
E. Day, a plant physiologist and weed scientist who was a Professor 
in the Department of Plant Pathology at the University of California 
at Berkeley. Sixteen other scientists served on the task force with 
expertise in agricultural economics, agricultural engineering, agronomy, 
botany, forestry, horticulture, pesticide chemistry, plant pathology, 
plant physiology, range science, toxicology, and weed science. They 
came from eleven states: Maryland, Alabama, Indiana, Wisconsin, 
Illinois, Missouri, Arkansas, Texas, Arizona, Oregon, and California. 
It took them somewhat longer than planned to complete the report. 
The chairman did not get the draft prepared until late in December; his 
transmittal letter to the committee must be something of a classic of 
its kind : 
Herewith are 506 simple declarative sentences most of which, 
I fear, you will not recognize as your own (sorry about 
that). Please review them ruthlessly for accuracy and for 
the elimination of nonsense and propaganda. 
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It is now your turn (I hope you will do it quickly) to 
mutilate my proud writing as I have done by changing yours 
so very much.^^ 
His instructions to reviewers could be a guide for all science 
editors. He asked them to examine each sentence for jargon, bias or 
propaganda, truth, redundancy, and needed additions. They were to 
doubt every figure, and to try to shorten the total length.After 
the task force had made their suggestions, a new draft was prepared, 
then edited by Black prior to publication on February 1, 1975.^^ 
Black early adopted the practice of keeping the task force members 
informed of what happened to their report. The phenoxy herbicide 
group was sent a letter the day before publication, enclosing two 
copies for their personal use. They were told about the distribution 
being made in Wisconsin and elsewhere throughout the country. Black 
thanked them for an excellent report that "will make an important 
contribution to understanding."^^ Three weeks later he sent them a 
report on recent developments: (1) Chairman Day had been involved in 
pLCdd CVliJ-Ci. JLIL l^CW JLUi.l\. ,  rrxO«^«^l.iOXl.L , Ckt.kyj. 9 
and gave a lecture on the report topic at the University of Wisconsin, 
(2) a bill to ban most phenoxy herbicides had been introduced in the 
Wisconsin legislature, and (3) additional copies of the report were 
being distributed in Wisconsin, including one to each state legislator. 
Black could report with deserved pride, "This is one occasion when we 
had the information available before the fact, not after the fact."^^ 
Another follow-up letter included copies of the January and March 1975 
issues of NEWS from CAST which had stories of the report. Black also 
told them copies of the report had now been sent to Mississippi, the 
197 
EPA, Congressional agriculture committee members, and deans of agricul­
ture and state secretaries, directors or commissioners of agriculture. 
He also reported that Day had testified at the 2,4,5-T bill hearings in 
Wisconsin, using the report as evidence. 
Most of the specifications for development of task forces that 
have been described are specified by the "Operational Guidelines," 
such as the first person chosen shall be the chairman, that the person 
responsible for developing the task force shall have the authority to 
decide on the persons actually contacted to serve, and that the 
task force shall prepare a written report in a factual, objective 
manner. 
Finally, the "Guidelines" specify that the Board, the Executive 
Committee, or their designated representatives: 
shall review and edit the task force report to ensure that 
the report is well done as regards use of English, organiza­
tion, conformance to the principles set forth in the pre­
ceding item [regarding objectivity] , and general suitability 
for the intended purpose. The same person or persons may 
prepare other versions of the report for other purposes, 
enlisting the assistance of the chairman and perhaps other 
members of the task force if this seems desirable. 
The Board or their representative was responsible for dissemina­
tion of the task force report "in a form useful for the purpose in­
tended. " 
For most reports, dissemination has been made on standard letter 
sized paper, with pages stapled together in the upper left corner. 
They are reproduced from typewritten copy by the offset process. The 
front cover or title page now includes a green border with the letters 
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CAST at the top, though the first reports were not so attractively pre­
pared . 
Not all task forces have had the same quality of leadership, 
participation and follow through that was evident on the phenoxy herbi­
cides project. Black wrote this cover letter about one report to the 
Executive Committee : 
I am disappointed in this report and do not intend to send 
it forward until it is improved. I have spent about two 
days now trying to do some of the thinking and organization 
that was not done by the task force, but I don't know enough 
to do it all by myself. I have transmitted to the chairman 
my suggested revisions as of yesterday afternoon. The material 
was transmitted by telephone and recorded on his end for de­
tailed consideration. Today I have more thoughts to send 
forward. 
We cannot expect to reconvene the task force to do what they 
did not do the first time. It seems to be that the best 
thing to try now is to see if we can get the chairman to 
convene a group of people at his place to help him in the 
thinking. 
While many scientists came away from the task force meeting "with 
the feeling it was a worthwhile experience," there were a few 
editing controversies with the chairman who also set high standards fur 
their work, and who sometimes differed with Black on how he edited 
their works. In one particularly controversial dispute over editing of 
a report. Black was finally able to resolve the situation by a compromise: 
the final report was edited by John Heer, the ISU Agricultural Experiment 
Station Editor. 
Not all task forces held meetings, especially those reviewing docu­
ments. Report No. 6, "Comments on 'Methods for Identifying and Evaluating 
the Nature and Extent of Nonpoint Sources of Pollutants,'" was a review 
of a document prepared for the EPA by the Midwest Research Institute. 
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These early CAST reports were prepared by ad hoc committees on topics, 
each working on a number of reports. Dr. Lewis B. Nelson of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority had been selected as chairman of the com­
mittee on nonpoint sources of water pollution.The members pre­
pared Report No. 3 as well as No. 6. 
The fifteen members of the task force were sent copies of the 
materials to be reviewed on August 24, 1973, and were asked to send 
their comments by air mail special delivery to reach Nelson on or before 
August 31.^^ About half the reviews arrived on time and the others 
were received the following day. Black had gone to Alabama to work 
with Nelson on assembling the review over the Labor Day weekend, then 
turned it over to two typists. Their work was completed the afternoon 
of September 4. Black then returned to Iowa via Washington, personally 
delivering the report to Mr. Albert J. Erickson of EPA in time to meet 
the deadline 
Black prepared estimates of the working time spent by various task 
forces during the fiscal year ending September 30, 1974. The "Energy 
in Agriculture" report required about 38 man days, 2 days each for the 
thirteen task force members, and another 1/2 day for the twelve members 
to review the draft, plus about six days more needed for the chairman 
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to work on the draft. 
The "Rural Development" report, with a task force of eleven members 
meeting for 2-1/2 days, required about 50-1/2 man days to complete. 
On the other extreme, the reviews of the scientific content of EPA 
documents took much less time. Report No. 25, "Comments on 'Proposed 
Criteria for Water Quality, Volume 1, Quality of Water for Irrigation,'" 
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had a nineteen person task force but used only 21 man days to complete 
its assignment. Six persons reviewed an EPA document to prepare "Com­
ments on the Environmental Protection Agency's Draft Version of 'Experi­
mental Use Permits' for Research on Pesticides" which took only three 
, 80 
man days. 
According to Black's estimates, for the 26 reports published in 
fiscal year 1974, the total task force work time was equal to about 
81 2.2 man years. 
The scientists who took part in task forces during the first three 
years of CAST*s active operation came primarily from the state Land-
Grant universities. (See Table 1.) In the first three years, from 
33 to 37 of the Land-Grant colleges were represented annually on task 
forces, with a total of 43 of them having personnel on task forces 
during the period. In each year this was well over half of the institu­
tions represented. A total of 107 universities, government agencies, 
commercial organizations, and other affiliations were represented on 
CAST task forces, while the scientists were chosen for their iudivldual 
abilities, and not for the organizations which employed them, it is 
significant to note the broad distribution. Geographically, they 
represent 43 states, Canada, and Great Britain. 
The task forces during the 1973-1975 period were independent in 
their operation, for no staff members nor officers nor Board members 
attended their deliberation meetings unless they happened to be a 
member of the task force. The groups also worked in a certain cloak of 
anonymity, for no names were listed in the reports. This was to build 
the credibility of CAST as a voice for agricultural science, and to a 
Table 1. Institutions represented on CAST task forces, 1973-1975® 
Type of employer institution 1973 1974 1975 Total (without duplication) 
Land-Grant Universities 33 33 37 43 
Other U.S. Universities 5 4 9 17 
Foreign Universities 0 1 1 2 
State & Local Government 1 0 5 6 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 6 5 4 7 
Other Federal Agencies 2 2 3 5 
No Affiliation^ 1 1 1 1 
Commercial Organizations 9 9 6 18 
Other Organizations _4 _3 _2 8 
Total 61 58 68 107 
^Source; CAST Reports and Special Publications, 1973-1975. 
No affiliation includes self-employed persons. 
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certain extent protect the individual members from possible harassment. 
Toward the end of 1975 and in early 1976, the lists of task force 
members were made a part of the reports as they were issued as this 
seemed to give identification to both the publishing institution and 
on 
to the scientists who had prepared the document. 
CAST task force reports are not the result of original research, 
but are summaries of what is currently known about the scientific facts 
of the topic. As they are prepared by top scientists in their 
disciplines, the reports are often the best available publications 
which tie the many facets of the topic into a single unit. This is 
especially true of the original reports, those which have been completely 
developed by agricultural scientists to respond to a need for accurate 
scientific information on the topic. 
At the same time, some of CAST's most effective reports have been 
reviews of the scientific content of documents. This concept was 
adapted in late 1975 to the preparation of critiques of the scientific 
content of important television documentary programs. The first was 
the CBS-TV "The American Way of Cancer." With but a small amount 
of information available from Paluszek, Black and Howes developed a 
special quick-response system. Black recruited five scientists from 
outside of agriculture (with the exception of one veterinary diag­
nostician) because the subject matter was "of great interest and 
significance to agriculture although it involved expertise outside of 
83 
agriculture." Black wrote: 
On the night of the program, the members of the task force 
all watched the program in their own homes. A few minutes 
after the program, a telephone conference was held in which 
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the various members of the task force discussed their im­
pressions and pointed out the errors and misrepresentations 
that caught their attention. I listened in on the conference, 
which lasted about an hour. Then I started putting down 
the ideas in a connected fashion. Early the next morning, 
I spent more time working over the material and, at 7:30 A.M., 
called the first member of the task force to read what I 
had put together to obtain his comments. Each member of the 
task force was contacted during the morning, and the text 
was read to him to obtain conments, The wife brought me some 
sandwiches at noon so I could work during the noon hour. By 
2:30 P.M., the text had been revised to incorporate the com­
ments and to smooth it out, and I called Paluszek and Leslie 
in New York to dictate the text to their secretary over the 
telephone. They reproduced the statement promptly and 
distributed it to the news media, along with a press re­
lease.®^ 
The activity gained wide attention for CAST, but was not very suc­
cessful in securing much attention from CBS. Black had sent copies 
of the report to key CBS executives. The CBS President, Mr. Arthur 
R. Taylor, responded that he could see nothing in the CAST statement 
which supported the accusation that the program was "inaccurate and 
biased." He concluded his defense of the program by saying that it 
did, "in fact, serve the very admirable purposes, defined by you, of 
w i - l u d u j u  •  
As with all CAST reports, this one received wide distribution 
in addition to the specific target audience. All supporting, sus­
taining, and subscriber members receive copies, as do members of the 
Board and officers of the member societies and several nonmember 
societies. There was a fairly extensive gratis list as well. Black 
took special pains to get copies of significant reports to Congres­
sional and executive agency leaders, too. 
It is not unusual for CAST reports to receive a much wider circula­
tion. Agricultural Engineering reprinted the first energy in agriculture 
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report in its February and March 1974 issues.^6 The "Rural Develop­
ment" report was to be included in the "committee print" of the hearings 
87 
conducted by Senator Humphrey's subcommittee on that topic. The 
FDA's "BVM Environmental Guidelines" included a copy of the CAST report 
on environmental impact statements in its appendix and. Black wrote to 
the task force, the "part that represents the guidelines prepared by 
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FDA shows evidence of use of your report." The WSSA popular magazine 
Weeds Today published the summary of the report on the phenoxy herbicides, 
and reprinted the entire report in the society's journal, Weed Science.^9 
The report on economic and environmental impact of "Livestock Grazing 
on Federal Lands in the Eleven Western States" was reprinted in the 
90 May 1974 issue of the Journal of Range Management. 
CAST initiated a quarterly newsletter in April 1974, and immediately 
made a practice of including summaries of the 'c force reports. All 
reports from No. 20 on have been included in NEWS from CAST.91 
The primary method for dissemination of CAST task force studies 
was by publication in the Reports Series. Some were quite popular. 
Black reported to the Board in 1977 that "The Phenoxy Herbicides" was 
the most popular of CAST reports. By the end of 1976 there had been 
over 15,000 copies printed and distributed by CAST, and many groups 
92 had reproduced their own quantities and were distributing them. 
The task force was recalled to prepare a second edition in order to 
incorporate new information and to give the material a more current 
93 
date, to be published in 1978. 
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As CAST became involved in the presentation of scientific evidence 
in a series of public hearings concerning the use of agricultural 
chemicals, it turned to the task force system as the basis for accurate 
information and for qualified scientists to make the presentations. 
The matter began in July 1973 when EPA announced hearings for the 
following April to determine whether use of 2,4,5-T should be further 
restricted or banned completely. CAST requested the opportunity to be 
heard on the issue, but later the testimony of scientific organizations 
was coordinated through the USDA. Black and Cowan attended a meeting 
in Washington in December 1973 to make plans for the hearings. 
The hearings were delayed, then in June 1974 were cancelled by EPA. 
Black reported to the CAST Board: 
This is a major development. A great deal of effort has 
gone into preparation for hearings. In the agricultural 
science community, the Weed Science Society of America 
has put forth a major effort, because the issue is squarely 
in their territory. They provided names of many qualified 
weed scientists to the counsel for the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, under whose aegis the scientific personnel 
were to testify. CAST aided by providing names of many 
qualified scientists ia other scientific societies. As 
probably everyone realized, the 2,4,5-T case was destined 
to be of major significance. If 2,4,5-T were to be banned, 
many other pesticides would follow. Because the case for 
2,4,5-T was very strong, and because extensive preparation 
was made to make clear this case, the rule of reason has 
prevailed 
The scene of the action then turned to Wisconsin and Minnesota 
where late in 1974 there were bills introduced into the legislatures 
to restrict or ban the use of 2,4,5-T.CAST received three of­
ficial requests from Wisconsin to prepare a report on the topic, which 
led to the publication of "The Phenoxy Herbicides."^7 Yh^ task force 
chairman, Day, testified at the Wisconsin legislative hearings to ban 
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2,4,5-T, using the CAST report as evidence. He pointed out that CAST 
98 had no policy on the issue of the use of phenoxy herbicides. 
On April 28, 1975 hearings on the subject of 2,4,5-T were conducted 
by the Division of Plant Pest Control of the Vermont Department of Agricul­
ture. Paluszek brought the matter to Black's attention and encouraged 
CAST to be present.Black arranged for a member of the CAST task 
force on phenoxy herbicides, Dr. Michael Newton of Oregon State 
University, to be present along with Dr. Anton Lang of Michigan State 
University. Lang had been chairman and Newton a member of an NAS task 
force that studied the effects of spraying herbicides in Vietnam for 
military purposes. As CAST representatives, they explained that the 
organization had no policy on such matters, that their purpose was to 
"make known the facts as a basis for reasoned decisions by members of 
the government and the public." 
The participation in the hearings by the two agricultural scientists 
was evidently of sufficient weight to scare off testimony by a Harvard 
University biochemist and member of an NAS advisory committee chaired 
by Lang, and who had been expected to advocate a 2,4,5-T ban with sup­
p o r t  o f  t h e  V e r m o n t  P u b l i c  I n t e r e s t  R e s e a r c h  G r o u p . T h u s ,  a s  
102 Newton reported, "the messy stuff was averted." CAST's efforts 
to present facts at the hearing were officially appreciated by the 
Vermont Division of Plant Pest Control, and Black was assured "that 
the evidence that was presented by Dr. Newton and by Dr. Lang will have 
its effect on the final decision. 
Through these activities, CAST became more aware of the importance 
of scientific testimony in the public hearings, and the manner in which 
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these hearings were conducted. The report on "Aldrin and Heptachlor" 
prepared for the Pacific Legal Foundation had not been accepted by the 
EPA Hearing Judge because of confusion about the admission of such 
briefs in suspension hearings. Even the EPA Administrator, Mr. Russell 
Train, admitted the judge was wrong, but he refused to accept the 
statement as "they were anxious to bring the hearing to a conclusion. 
It was partly "this less-than-cricket performance on the part of 
EPA and the judge" that prompted Black to involve CAST in the hearings 
to be held in 1975 on chlordane and heptachlor. Dr. J. E. Swift of 
the University of California was chosen as task force chairman with the 
knowledge that he and possibly others of the committee would be ex­
pected to appear at the hearings in Washington to respond to questions 
about their report.^^5 The task force included twenty-two members 
and eleven consultants.^®^ The task force met in St. Louis on July 7, 
8 and 9.^®^ On July 29, the EPA Administrator suspended sale of 
chlordane and heptachlor. Black sent this news to the task force 
members, urging them to complete their report as soon as possible. 
Into this complex legal affair the EPA attorneys inserted a list 
of nine "principles" of carcinogenicity by which to determine the 
cancellation of chlordane and heptachlor and thus set a legal and 
scientific precedent. Two of the parties to the hearings, the Velsicol 
Corporation, a manufacturer of chlordane and heptachlor, and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, independently moved to have the nine 
"principles" referred to an NAS committee for scientific review, 
evaluation and report. Both EPA and the Environmental Defense Fund 
(EOF) opposed the motions and the Judge denied them. Black had 
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anticipated this turn of events and had gained authorization during 
the July Board meeting for a task force to develop an educational 
report on carcinogenicity of agricultural chemicals. 
The "Chlordane and Heptachlor" report had to be completed two weeks 
earlier than had been planned. This information was received less than 
a week before the report was due in Washington. The task force chair­
man, Swift, suffered a mild stroke, so could not help in the final 
editing. At seventy-one pages, it was the second longest CAST report, 
and much larger than the average. Typing of the reproduction copy was 
started even before the final editing was completed. The first 
copies were available late on Thursday, October 2, and the official 
copies hand carried by a CAST secretary who flew to Washington in time 
to deliver them on October 3, the deadline date.^^^ 
The Report was to be entered into the EPA suspension hearings 
record and arrangements were made for six of the task force members and 
one of the consultants to provide testimony based on it. The Hearing 
Judge said the CAST report coulu act be accepted because it was net a 
part of the USDA's case. The US DA neither supported nor opposed the 
CAST position, but merely sponsored it in the interest of setting the 
whole story in the record. By rejecting the report, the Judge also 
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rejected the CAST witnesses. Black reported the incident to an ISU 
colleague : 
And so ended the second sad episode in which EPA, through 
Judge Perlman, rejected input from the scientific community 
through CAST. The episode was sad not only because of the 
seeming unprofitability of the time invested by the many 
CAST participants, but also because of the unfavorability of 
the position in which it places a public agency that has 
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the responsibility of seeking truth as a basis for decision 
on matters of importance to the nation. 
CAST did not take the rebuff lightly. Copies of the report went 
to the members of the House Committee on Agriculture along with an 
explanation of why this scientific evidence was not admitted to an 
EPA suspension hearing. 
Howes, the CAST President, wrote to EPA Administrator Train that 
the "action on October 31 was one more indication of the unwillingness 
of your agency to consider all the relevant facts when reaching deci­
sions." 
The transcript of the hearing in which the CAST report was given 
the brush-off was reprinted in its entirety in the December 1975 
issue of NEWS from CAST.^^^ 
Judge Perlman recommended that the notice of suspension be dis­
missed, but was overruled by Administrator Train.In the mean­
time, Black had decided to implement the Board's July decision to 
develop a task force on carcinogenicity. Paluszek suggested that the 
brief section in the "Chlordane and Heptachlor" on the nine "principles" 
be reprinted separately and sent to members of Congress, Black ex­
panded on the idea, taking the first draft of the section on the nine 
"principles" and added other relevant sections from the report and 
frcm the "CBS Cancer Bogeyman" report, and v?rote an appropriate conclusion 
section. He sent this draft to Swift and the task force members who had 
prepared the health section of "Chlordance and Heptacholor" along 
with the task force of "CBS Cancer Bogeyman" report, asking for their 
comments. Black prepared a second draft; a task force member prepared 
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the third. Fourth and fifth drafts were sent to the committee, too. 
1 1 Q 
The sixth draft was published on January 19, 1976 as Report No. 54 
119 
and copies distributed to all members of Congress. 
Black summarized the results of the EPA hearings for the task 
force; 
When the event occurred, the medicine was exceedingly bitter. 
With time, however, as the news of the event gradually 
spread, I came around to the view that what happened on 
the fateful day of October 31 did more good than if the 
report had been admitted. The reason is that the report 
received shabby treatment. Whenever that happens, one's 
support solidifies. 
Mr. Train received the message about the event and its signi­
ficance from CAST President Howes' letter.... Although 
we did not distribute copies to members of Congress, we have 
reason to think that certain members received copies in­
directly. 
I believe that events are proving the value of doing the best 
we can to make known the relevant science in issues such 
as the one in question. When we add to the impact of the 
report on ''Chlordane and Heptachlor" the further impact of 
the forthcoming report on EPA's "principles of carcinogenicity," 
I am convinced the total effect will be impressive. If 
cancellation hearings are held, we shall be able to have the 
report entered. My guess is, however, that EPA's currently 
weak position on the carcinogenicity issue will make them 
reluctant to start cancellation hearings at this time 
For his report to the Board in February 1976, Black added this 
note : 
I came around to the view that -what happened to us may have 
been the best thing that could have happened. It undoubtedly 
caused an improvement in our moral support. One of the side 
effects was that one of our friends who is a personal friend 
of Congressman Jamie Whitten was telling Mr. Whitten about 
it, and Mr. Whitten wrote to me and asked to be put on the 
mailing list to receive all our publications .^^1 
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The development of the task force reporting process may well be 
the single most important element to the innovation of CAST. Through 
this quick-response, multidisciplinary procedure the consortium in a 
very short time earned a priceless commodity in the field of public 
affairs: credibility. 
1. The new organization quickly set about developing procedures 
to guide the task force reporting system. Mechanisms were provided for 
input of ideas, suggestions and requests from within and from without 
the consortium. The authority for constituting a task force was vested 
in the Board of Directors and the Executive Committee, but the officers 
were delegated the authority to make quick decisions when necessary. 
The President and the Executive Vice President had the responsibility 
to carry out the decisions once they were made. 
2. The system provided for the member societies to have ample 
opportunity to make recommendations for task forces, as well as to 
suggest persons to serve on them. This was important to the launching 
of a new and untried idea (the organization), as veil as to ths suc­
cess of the task forces in carrying out their charges. 
3. The system responded to the needs of decision-makers at the 
national level, as well as in selected situations that had the potential 
of national implications. Table 2 indicates that CAST concentrated 
on the U.S. Congress and the Environmental Protection Agency as the 
primary target audiences for its reports. This was where the decisions 
were being made in the 1973-1975 period which were affecting the 
utilization of agricultural science, so this appears to have been a 
most proper decision. 
Table 2. Target audiences for CAST reports, 1973-1975^ 
1973 1974 1975 
Audience Report No. Total Report No. Total Report No. Total Total 
U.S. Congress 1, 7, 11, 12, 
13, U, 19, 
20, 21 
9 22, 
31, 
23, 
35 
30, 5 37, 38, 39,^ 
40, 41. 44, 
45, 48° 
8 30 
Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 
8, 9, 10, 15, 
16, 17. 18 
12 25, 
28, 
26, 
32, 
27, 
33 
6 39,^ 42 J" 47, 
49, 50, 51 
6 24 
Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) 
0 24 1 0 1 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 0 29 1 0 1 
Pacific Legal Foundation (PLF) 0 34 1 0 1 
U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) 
0 36 1 43 1 2 
State Governments 0 0 39,^ 42^ 2 2 
News Media _0 _0 46, 48^ 
-lî _2 
Totals 21 15 15 51 
^Source: List of Documents Completed and in Preparation, Council for Agricultural Science and 
Technology, April 15, 1977. 
Reports prepared for more than one target audience. 
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4. Not only did the reports respond to the needs of decision­
makers as identified by these leaders, but the accurate information 
was available to them when they needed it — before the decisions were 
made. There were no indications that CAST missed deadlines during the 
period covered. The quick-response of CAST became one of its significant 
characteristics, and served to identify its unique capacity as compared 
to other organizations providing unbiased information to the govern­
ment . 
5. CAST is a consortium of agricultural and food science societies. 
In early 1978 there are twenty-three member societies and their areas 
of interest are quite diverse. But even in mid-1972 when there were 
only nine societies they were not accustomed to cooperating across 
discipline lines in any significant way. "Hie chairmanship of a multi-
disciplinary committee could be a political matter as well as a factor 
of scientific integrity. It is a credit to CAST and its member societies 
that this did not become a significant matter in the organization's 
internal operations. There was not competition for the gold medals 
in the manner that nations vie in the Olympics, but the societies worked 
together to achieve the common goals. 
6. The founders also were able to see beyond the bounds of their 
own disciplines and to recognize that nonmember societies had expertise 
that would be important to the fulfillment of task force goals. Black 
believes this was one of the most important and valuable decisions 
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made in the development of CAST. Though some societies were slow 
in joining, and others may never take the big step, this was very 
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seldom because they were not in sympathy with the purpose and objectives 
of CAST. 
7. CAST has sought out and received the cooperation of the top 
scientists throughout the nation, and from seemingly all appropriate 
disciplines, and from all parts of the country. They have contributed 
their services without resorting to monetary payment. Equally important 
is that their employers, in public as well as the private sectors, 
have made the scientists available to CAST without charge or restriction 
on their activities. 
8. CAST reports are prepared at no cost to the target audiences. 
While the consortium depends in a major way for support outside the 
scientific community, none of the income to CAST influences the topic 
or make-up of the task forces. Neither is CAST a contract research 
organization, depending on financial agreements to determine the direction 
of its work. It is not possible to "buy" a CAST report. 
9. Although CAST accepts recommendations for task forces from 
many sources, special attention is given tc these received from national 
decision-makers. Even for them, however, once the charge has been 
clarified the work of the task force is a CAST responsibility. The 
requesting party, be it a U.S. Senator or an official of a state agency, 
has no involvement in the task force at work. 
10. These factors have combined to make it possible for the task 
forces to produce quality reports that are scientifically accurate and 
as near unbiased as it seems possible for humans to be. CAST has ef­
fectively avoided falling in the trap of becoming a "public promoter" 
for agricultural science causes, just as it has carefully maintained 
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itself as a nonlobby group. In fact, this nonadvocacy posture has 
caused some frustration as the scientists have attempted to place their 
facts before governmental bodies in the form of recommendations. 
11. Finally, CAST has developed a system of disseminating the 
reports beyond the target-audiences to key decision-makers and public 
opinion leaders. Not only does this serve to keep them informed of 
issues and of CAST*s response to them, it makes the valuable reports 
available to a much broader group. If there is any weakness in the task 
force reporting system, it may be the conservative approach taken with 
publication distribution. On the other hand, in this era of information 
overkill — the age of the photocopy machine — CAST may well have erred 
on the side of making its information available to those who need it 
when they need it, rather than all of the time whether they need it 
or not. This has saved CAST money, too. 
The task force process has gained CAST its reputation for credibility. 
This is the basic building block for a public affairs organization. 
Without it nothing significant can be achieved, Viaay groups have 
struggled long and hard and never achieved such an accolade. That 
CAST was able to earn it in about three years' time is a credit to the 
founders, and to the agricultural and food science societies. Even 
more important may be how they build on it for the future needs of 
agriculture and the people of the nation. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 
"EVERYTHING WE DO MUST COUNT"^ 
The CAST task force system was designed to present written documenta­
tion on agricultural science topics to decision-makers, but it soon be­
came apparent that the process might be tied to other delivery mechanisms. 
Not only could these reach other target audiences but they might well 
reinforce the CAST message with some of the decision-leaders already 
receiving CAST reports. 
2 The "Pesticide Dial-ogue" had been the brainchild of Paluszek 
as an extension of the "Pesticide Report to the Nation" project. The 
Board of Directors at first turned down the rental of WATS telephone 
lines for the project.^ Black felt he had not accurately explained 
it to the Board, so he took advantage of the situation in which the 
primary opponent changed his mind. The matter was presented to the 
Board a second time and was approved. Ultimately, "The event was a 
,,4 great success. 
Paluszek, in representation of the NACA public relations committee, 
approached Black about a "Food Day Dial-ogue" aimed at junior and 
senior high school students. The arrangements would be the same as 
for the October 1973 event in which NACA provided the funding, CAST 
arranged the scientific participation, and Paluszek was responsible 
for the arrangements and publicity.^ This time the Board promptly 
endorsed the proposal, authorizing the Executive Committee to implement 
the arrangements.^ 
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Past President Cowan organized the CAST participation. Paluszek 
had selected April 17, 1975, for the event, which had been designated 
as "Food Day" by the Center for Science in the Public Interest,? 
a group formed by "four alumni of Ralph Nader's Center for the Study 
of Responsive Law."8 Paluszek was successful in getting the NACA 
committee to allow the project to be broadened from "pesticides" to 
"food production." When it was learned that the CSPI would be attacking 
"junk food" in its publicity, CAST expanded the task force to include 
scientists with competence in human nutrition and eating habits, the 
nature of "junk foods," and the place of such foods in the diet.^ 
Paluszek distributed news releases to school science teachers and 
placed ads in their association magazines with "A National Food Day 
message for higji school science students and their teachers." They 
were invited to call the toll-free number anytime between 10:00 a.m. 
and 4:00 p.m., "If you have a question on modern food production — 
especially in areas concerning the tools science has provided to 
maximize agricultural efficiency."*" Ten WÀÏS lines were used co 
connect the scientists with students in the forty-eight contiguous 
n 
scaces. - -
CAST arranged for twenty-five scientists to answer the questions, 
representing agronomy, animal science, agricultural engineering, crop 
science, dairy science, entomology, food science, horticulture, 
meteorology, nematology, plant pathology, poultry science, range 
science, soil conservation, soil science, toxicology, and weed 
12 
science. 
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There were 831 telephone calls received from an estimated 2,500 
students (for many calls were placed by science classes with five to 
1 O 
ten students lined up to ask questions). An estimated 400 of the 
calls came from the Eastern third of the country, about 300 from the 
Midwest, and the balance from the West.^^ At least another 1,000 
calls could not get through. Callers who could not reach the scientists 
had been encouraged to mail their questions to CAST.^^ 
The majority of the questions from students in the East concerned 
world hunger, followed by nutrition, pesticides, and ecology. Midwest 
students were more concerned with questions of hard science connected 
with horticulture and animal science. Western students had a broad 
mixture of inquiries. 
Paluszek said the local news coverage in St. Louis, site of the 
"Dial-ogue," was outstanding. There had been television interviews 
the day before on three of the St. Louis stations as well as a 
story in the St. Louis Post Dispatch. ABC and NBC television crews 
filmed the scientists at their telephones for their evening news 
programs. There was good national publicity, too. 
To improve the educational value of the event, CAST had arranged 
with the National Science Teachers Association to prepare a lesson 
plan that could be used by classroom teachers to stimulate thought 
18 
and questions. 
Though the CAST Directors were enthusiastic about the Dial-ogue 
concept for nationwide penetration, they were reluctant to try it on 
a more restricted basis. Paluszek, on behalf of another client, 
Dow Chemical U.S.A., suggested a CAST Dial-ogue in the State of 
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Wisconsin with the task force to respond to questions on the 2,4,5-T 
controversy there. By a telephone conference call, the Executive 
Committee declined to undertake the project as it was primarily 
IS from one producer about the use of one chemical in one state. 
The telephone dial-ogue was adopted by CAST and was used again on 
Food Days in 1976 and 1977.^® While the kinds of questions which 
are asked cannot be controlled, Paluszek noted that the dial-ogue 
has two positive aspects: (1) answers are given to whatever questions 
come in, and (2) the associated publicity that goes out in newspapers 
had a multiplier effect by making it known to the public in general 
that the scientific community had nothing to hide and was willing to 
talk with anyone on any aspect of the subject with which the questioner 
21 
was concerned. Paluszek believed the student-scientists dial-ogue 
had established a very firm base for future communications with the 
22 
student/teacher audience. 
While CAST had full responsibility for the scientific content 
of the diai-ogues, the supplemental luiidicig was provided by ÎÎACA for 
only the first two. Thereafter it provided public relations services 
through Paluszek & Associates. Paluszek paid directly for the tele­
phones, the facilities, and the advertising and related services. 
CAST recruited the scientists and paid their travel expenses as for 
23 
any other task force assignment. They received no honoraria. 
A second series of CAST documents was called Special Publica­
tions , and included the Directory of Environmental Scientists in 
Agriculture,^*^ Black's "Informing the Nonagricultural Public about 
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Agricultural Science,and the "Pesticide Report to the Nation. 
This series was used to classify documents of a scientific nature that 
were not usually prepared by task forces. 
The Board asked for an evaluation of the Directory, which Black 
presented to the February 1974 meeting. A motion was passed "that 
steps be taken to revise and update the D i r e c t o r y . D r .  R o l a n d  D .  
Hauck of TVA, Board representative of the SSSA, was selected as the 
editor,28 and he sought input from sixty societies and some thirty-
29 five other persons to recommend scientists to be included. This 
30 procedure was determined by the Executive Committee. Black was 
able to get pledges from Deere and Company and from CIBA-GEIGY for 
financing the second edition based on the response to the first edi-
O 1 
tion, which had been subsidized by grants from CIBA-GEIGY and Dow 
32 
Chemical U.S.A. 
Progress on the second edition was reported at each meeting of the 
Board in 1974 and 1975. In February 1975 Hauck reported the new Directory 
would list from 3,000 to 10,000 scientists as ccniparad tc 1,200 in the 
33 
first edition. By the following July he reported that about 4,000 
entries had been collected. About 200 subject-matter categories were 
to be used. Each person nominated was to be contacted to verify his 
34 
willingness to participate and the accuracy of his listing. 
Production of such a large Directory proved to be a gigantic 
project, so publication was delayed until in 1978. 
Though the new Directory is in one sense the result of the enter­
prise of the editor-compiler, in a broader sense it, too, is a task 
force activity. The editor was selected in about the same manner as 
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a task force chairman, and the responsibility for selecting scientists 
to be listed is shared by the scientific societies. The resulting 
35 
information, which will be processed by computer, will be a form 
of a listing of environmental scientists in agriculture who are willing 
to respond to inquiries from news media people, government officials, 
and opinion leaders. 
Special Publication No. 4, "Ruminants as Food Producers: Now and 
36 
for the Future" was only the second CAST document to be printed in 
book form. The "Pesticide Report to the Nation" was the first. 
The publication began as a suggestion for a symposium on "The 
Role of the Ruminant in Modern Animal Agriculture" similar to the 
"Pesticide Report." It was recommended by Dr. B. P. Cardon of the 
Arizona Feeds, Inc., who had been appointed to the Board as an ASAS 
representative but at the time was a Member-at-Large of the Executive 
Committee. He believed that such a seminar could provide valuable 
37 information for the proposed World Food Conference in November 1974. 
The proposal was fiercely debated by the Board in June 1974. Some 
members believed it should be handled by the animal science societies, 
while others felt it was broader and included the topic of world 
agriculture. Several motions were attempted before the Board authorized 
a task force to analyze the needs and make recommendations to the Execu-
38 
tive Committee. 
The committee met in Denver on August 16 and, rather than develop 
a program for a symposium, recommended that CAST establish a task 
force to prepare a document on "The Role of the Ruminant" which could 
be used in decision-making circles in preparing for the World Food 
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Conference in November. They also urged that a press conference 
be held to announce the publication, with presentations by four to 
40 five task force members. The Executive Committee endorsed the 
recommendation for a task force^^ which was formed and met in Denver 
on October 8 and 9.^^ 
The first typewritten copies of the report were quickly reproduced 
and shipped to officials of the U.S. Departments of State and Agricul­
ture for transmittal to the delegation to the World Food Conference. 
The report was given further editing by Black and the task force 
and also by Heer of the ISU Experiment Station, then printed. These 
copies were not available until mid-March 1975. Initial distribution 
of over 2,000 copies included the news media, religious groups that 
had been concerned about the use of grain for ruminants, members of 
Congress, heads of the departments of agriculture in the various states, 
deans of colleges of science throughout the United States, deans of 
agriculture, directors of agricultural experiment stations, directors 
of extension, heads of animal science departments, and supporting and 
sustaining members of CASTBy mid-June CAST had printed 11,500 
copies of the publication, including 2,000 copies sold to Virginia. 
Cornell University had reproduced 400 copies of its own."^^ Another 
2,000 had been ordered by late in July.^^ 
Black reported to the Board that he had been frustrated with the 
slowness in completing the publication but "the slow evolution did 
provide time for gradual development of an excellent statement. 
we were able to get the publication out while the issue 
was still hot. We have been complimented by both those who 
argue for feeding of grain to cattle and those who argue 
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we should be raising cattle on grass, so the task force 
must have done a good job of setting out the subject ob­
jectively.48 
The report was widely quoted in the press, including in an article 
written by Board member Barksdale which was distributed by the New 
49 
York Times Feature Service. 
While in Denver for the task force meeting for Special Publication 
No. 4, Cowan took part in the production of a one-minute television 
news film clip which was produced by the American National Cattlemens 
Association.^® About 100 film prints were distributed November 4, 
1974 with a CAST cover letter, explaining the consortium and the purpose 
of the clip on "Cattle as Food ProducersThe film production 
company reported a thirty-one percent telecast rate for the clip, 
52 
over half the telecasts were in the evening prime time. 
This is the text of the script : 
Since 1973 the Council for Agricultural Science and 
Technology has been providing the public with scientific 
facts about food production. 
The latest task force study on ruminant animals was re­
leased this week for consideration at the World Food 
Conference in Rome. 
CAST President Dr. J. Ritchie Cowan described the study: 
There is a misunderstanding about the role of grain in 
feeding livestock. Feed grain is important. But ruminant 
animals such as beef, dairy and sheep can convert up to 75% 
of other feed resources such as grasslands, roughages and 
residues that could not otherwise be converted into highly 
nutritious food. This study conclusively shows that the 
ruminant animal does have an important and prime role to 
play in meeting our food needs of today and tomorrow.53 
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This was CAST's first venture into disseminating a task force report 
by television, but a precedent was set which applied to a number of 
media situations, in which CAST was responsible for the content of the 
message with the production and distribution costs provided by a co­
operating organization- CAST*s next television news film clip was 
not until the summer of 1977 when the topic was Report No. 53, "Ef­
fect of Increased Nitrogen Fixation on Stratospheric Ozone," a study 
which had been started in 1975. The message was presented by the task 
force chairman, Dr. Parker F. Pratt of the University of California 
at Riverside.54 
Responding to inaccurate and distorted news stories, at least from 
the viewpoint of agricultural scientists, has been a matter of concern 
to CAST since it was formed. Black had been involved in ASA considera­
tion of the problem before CAST was created.This had led to the 
issuance of Special Publication No. 2 in December 1972, but there was 
no indication that anyone took the initiative tc davalcp the sort of 
system Black had outlined. 
The Executive Committee, obviously conscious of the many demands 
placed on Black's time, did not encourage him to spend much time in 
responding to the news articles at the expense of other more important 
matters. They urged that "stories needing an appropriate response 
might be relayed to knowledgeable scientists who could respond on 
their own." 
When Paluszek had sent a New York Times article on organic 
farming,5® Black referred to the ASA and the Institute of Food 
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Technologists.59 Paluszek sent another New York Times editorial fol­
lowing the Executive Committee meeting.This time Black responded 
as advised by the Committee, that while "responses to nonfactual material 
are desirable," he just couldn't do everything and therefore such 
replies had to take second place. 
From time to time it was possible to arrange for agricultural 
scientists "who would take the responsibility to keep setting the record 
62 
straight." Dr. James V. Parochetti, a University of Maryland 
agronomist, wrote to Mr. Christopher Glenn of CBS to correct a tele­
vision news story which implied that all pesticides have similar charac­
teristics.^^ The Executive Vice President of a CAST supporting member 
in California protested an editorial on a San Francisco television 
station, and sent the station several copies of the Directory to help 
in preparing their stories on agriculture.^^ CAST President Cowan 
complimented Mr. Mitchell Krauss of CBS-TV "for providing a reasonably 
well balanced statement on the current situation in which we find our­
selves" in a one-hour program, "Food Crisis."• He suggested several ad­
ditional factors he felt the public needed to be told, urging "another 
documentary along this line in the near future when you might deal 
with some of these other pertinent and important factors having to do 
with the production of quality food."^^ 
Black frequently sent copies of task force reports to Congressmen 
he believed to be interested in agricultural science and the topic. 
One such copy of "Zero Concepts in Air, Water, and Food Quality 
Legislation," was passed to Mr. George Anthan, a reporter in the 
Washington Bureau of the Pes Moines Register. Anthan telephoned Black 
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to get more information about the report and CAST, but Black was not 
prepared for the story that resulted. 
FIRMS PAY PESTICIDE REPORT COST 
By George Anthan 
WASHINGTON, D.C. — A council representing many nationally 
recognized scientific societies has issued a report con­
demning as impractical and unrealistic the federal govern­
ment's requirements for cleaning up the nation's air and 
water for removal of chemicals from food. 
There is little question but that the report could have a 
significant impact on future federal and state decisions 
involving protection of food and the environment. 
It has been learned, however, that much of the council's 
financial support comes from the chemical industry, including 
firms that manufacture and sell pesticides and herbicides. 
Environmental restrictions have hit some chemical manu­
facturers hard and as a result, they have pressed campaigns 
to ease regulations that limit or ban use of their products. 
Some of the country's largest chemical companies pay up to 
$5,000 a year to support the scientific organization that 
issued the report — the Council for Agricultural Science 
and Technology (CAST). 
A CAST official said that despite financial support from 
the industry, members or cue group believe there wss no 
conflict of interest involved. The official added that the 
unit's conclusions were based on facts and not influenced 
by the position of many of its financial backers. 
The story continued for thirty-six more column inches. It listed 
several member societies and seventeen supporting members. There was 
additional description of CAST and a summary of the report.^8 
The following day, Black wrote a two-page letter to Anthan pro­
testing the selection of material for the story, and noting that the 
report was about zero concepts in legislation rather than pesticides. 
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He concluded with a suggestion that Anthan prepare "a positive story 
about CAST in which you put the cards on the table. 
Meanwhile, another reader of the Des Moines paper, and an individual 
member of CAST, Mr. John Airy, wrote to the Editorial Page Editor, 
Mr, Lauren Soth, he "would serve the community well to establish clearly 
the need for an activity like CAST and the fact that it is making an 
appreciable contribution by giving scientific information to administrators 
of regulatory agencies."^0 
This led to CAST being the subject of the next Sunday's lead edi­
torial : 
Farm science establishment 
The Council for Agricultural Science and Technology, which 
issues a steady flow of reports on questions of agricultural 
policy, is financed by agri-business corporations, including 
a number of petroleum and chemical companies. 
On the whole, we have found the statements perceptive and 
helpful to the formation of sound policies. They tend to be 
conservative, balanced and analytical rather than polemical. 
They inspire confidence. For example, the statement on 
zero tolerances seems reasonable with regard to many kinds 
of pollution. Perhaps some laws do need revision. 
But one must always take the source of financing of the 
preparers of the study into consideration, as well as the 
long-standing close relationships between agri-business 
and the Land-Grant university system. The agricultural 
science establishment, and it is a genuine "establishment," 
always leans to the side of increasing or improving agricul­
tural production. 
The policy statements of the Council for Agricultural Science 
and Technology are definitely those of the farm research 
establishment. They cannot be read as independent, unbiased 
statements. 
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Prof. Charles A. Black, an Iowa State University agronomist, 
president of the council, said, "We feel we haven't had any 
conflict of interest problems. Our relations with these 
companies are excellent." 
We don't doubt it. The companies are paying for the council 
work, because they feel they are getting their money's worth. 
Black said the scientists on the task forces would drop out 
if they got the idea the companies were trying to run the 
show. 
We don't doubt that, either. But the close fraternity of 
agronomists, for example, in the Land-Grant system and in 
private companies making fertilizer makes for rapport on 
policy questions. The companies don't need to "run" the 
show. It is the same as the fraternity of scientists and 
military professionals in the armed services and in the sup­
plying industries. 
The remarks of Professor Black reflect the historic blind­
ness of Land Grant college people in conflicts of interest. 
Many researchers in the colleges are allowed to do con­
sulting work for private companies on the side or during 
their vacations. 
This inevitably affects the researcher's choice of research 
subjects. In instances, it may result in bias of research 
results. In all cases, it makes the results suspect, be­
cause there is the appearance of bias. 
Because the farm research establishment in industry, the 
Land Grant system and the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
is so unified, ic is difficult to get truly impartial scienti­
fic judgments on such matters as pesticides. If the 
Council for Agricultural Science and Technology wants to 
serve the public in such a vitally needed role, it ought to 
divorce itself from parties at interest. 
Indeed, the entire Land Grant system could well review its 
policies with respect to associations and conflicts of 
interest. Its colleges of agriculture have long been in­
timately associâted with the commercial and industrial 
interests related to agriculture to maintain an image of 
true academic integrity. 
The argument given by university presidents that they cannot 
afford to keep the best scientists on their staffs unless 
they permit outside work just is not good enough. The as­
sociation of state universities ought to take leadership 
in establishing a new policy on ending conflicts of interest, 
a policy which would apply everywhere and would eliminate 
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Consulting as a factor in competition for research and 
teaching talent. 
The idea of scientific integrity is a powerful idea. It 
cannot be left to faith and protestations of virtue.71 
The Soth editorial is probably the most serious criticism made 
of CAST during its first five years, though it appears that the writer's 
concern was more with the Land-Grant system than the product of the 
consortium. He had found CAST statements to be "perceptive and helpful 
to the formation of sound policies," but did not understand the separa­
tion of scientific reporting from organizational support. It seemed 
that his belief that conflict of interest that might exist between con­
sulting and research would then carry over to the work of the scientists 
in something like CAST. 
Black defended CAST with a letter pointing out that "it takes 
money to do things," and referred to his 1972 speech to the NASULGC 
agricultural group in which there had been an argument that the academic 
community provide support to CAST but that few of the administrators 
had put their names on the list. He compared the private support of 2 
university to the advertising that underwrites the newspaper business, 
72 
and invited the newspaper to become a supporting member of CAST. 
Airy wrote Soth that the editorial corrected many of the wrong 
implications in the Anthan article. He made a comparison to newspaper 
revenues similar to that of Black, also noting that Soth had "a basic 
negative position" which showed up in the editorial to a higher degree 
than he [Airy] thought was deserved 
Soth defended the integrity of the editorial pages of the Register 
and said it was a logical fallacy to assume "that anything Iowa State 
236 
University does is good for Iowa agriculture." The private sector 
support of a newspaper through advertising, Soth wrote Airy, "is not 
the same thing, in any case, as a public institution, financed by tax­
payers, receiving money for doing research of particular interest to 
particular companies 
Black received about the same response to his letter. Soth pointed 
out that newspapers were conscious of the danger in conflicts of interest 
on the part of reporters, editorial writers, and editors, so set up 
elaborate precautions to guard against them. But newspapers were not 
public institutions, and the public "has the right to expect that its 
tax-financed institutions and employées serve the entire public and not 
special parts of the public." He concluded, "That is why we consider 
it our responsibility to call attention to lines of financing and other 
connections which raise questions about influence — even in the noble 
institutions of the Land Grant University system. 
Black's response, a five-page letter, was a classic defense of 
the scientific research method as .well as an expression of his frustra­
tion with news reporting in which "the newsman has his story" if it is 
dressed up and makes good reading. If he was guilty of "historic 
blindness" of conflict of interest. Black said this was the reason; 
There science, and there are facts. Science and facts 
are all-pervading. They are the same in a university 
laboratory as in any other laboratory. The laws of nature 
apply to all alike. If the story you hear from university 
circles is similar to that from private enterprise, the 
universality of science and the common dedication to the 
most important occupation on earth, that of producing food 
for the world, are probably responsible. 
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He said there appeared to be two kinds of conflict of interest in 
the academic community. First was that which arose between preconceived 
ideas held by a scientist and the facts that emerged from his experi­
ments. Second was that which arose as a result of funding, and that 
as a result of inadequate public funding, scientists were caused to 
work on the subjects for which money was allocated. He illustrated 
the latter point by noting the tremendous amount of money being used 
unproductively for cancer research because of its great emotional ap­
peal when the money could be better spent for study of basic physiology 
and metabolism.77 
Turning then to the CAST situation. Black recounted the decisions 
to accept industry funds to get started rather than to avoid criticism 
by doing nothing. He described the elaborate precautions set up in 
the Bylaws "keeping industry from influencing our activities or from 
70 
appearing to influence them." 
The universities had not given a dime of explicit support, Black 
said. CAST had obtained the support of six scientific societies and 
600 individual members before it sought support from private enter­
prise. Subsequent events had not caused CAST leadership to change 
their views on financial support.^9 
Members of the scientific community will never be an 
adequate source of support because the money must come 
from their private pockets, which are no means bulging with 
the fruits of their labors. 
The printed word has its value in communication, but it has 
the disadvantage of inflexibility, and sometimes it can be 
misunderstood. Should you wish to leam more about CAST, I 
would be pleased to visit with you in your office. We could 
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then talk across the table about the questions that may still 
need some clarification. I think it is important for the 
staff of the Register to understand all the relevant facts 
about CAST so that you will be able to display them properly 
when writing about our activities. We intend to be here 
indefinitely, providing the kind of information needed by 
the public and the government for considering matters of 
agricultural science and technology on a rational basis. 
The exchange concluded with a letter from Soth to Black, in which 
the editorialist said he was glad Black did not recall any instances 
of actual corruption in agricultural research, but that he [Soth] could 
recall a few instances of "influence on the content of research programs 
and bias in reporting results and suppression of research." Then he 
completed the discussion: 
If you believe that newsmen like to "play up" issues of 
conflicts of interest because they are "a reliable emotive 
theme," and if you believe it is a "timeworn newsman's 
theme" that money contributed by industry "corrupts the 
recipients," then I think we have nothing to talk about. 
However, if you feel that the source of financing of re­
search is a matter not to be sneezed at, and that the 
source of financing of organizations making policy state­
ments ought to be known, then we might have a good discus­
sion some time. 
As was his standard procedure for important correspondence. Black 
circulated the Register articles and the Soth correspondence to the 
CAST Board, officials of member societies, and other agricultural 
leaders. He received many letters supporting his position and the 
policies of CAST. Black continued to send helpful materials to 
Anthan. 
Not all news people seemed unappreciative of assistance from 
the CAST office. Black suggested a correction in a chart on "Grain 
Needed to Produce Other Foods" that appeared in Time magazine's 
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November 11, 1974 issue in a special section on the world food crisis. 
After reviewing the alternatives for presenting the data, the magazine 
researcher agreed "that our chart was off base" and added, "We regret 
the mistake and thank you for your help in bringing it to our at­
tention . 
The Executive Committee again looked into the matter of a CAST 
response to an article in a national magazine in which it was alleged 
that the authors had falsified published data. The Committee reaf­
firmed its previous position that such responses were too time consuming, 
and that in this situation it was not wise to become involved because 
of a potential lawsuit between the parties involved. When CAST did 
respond to issues of this general nature, it said, an independent 
evaluation should be made of the subject before making a public state­
ment 
An article in the Smithsonian magazine was called to CAST's at­
tention because of the weight of the highly respected national institu­
tion behind it. The article vas "U.S. Agriculture is Grovir.g Trouble 
as Well as Crops" by Wilson Clark. Again a familiar plea was 
heard, "Are there none among us who can present the facts about the 
exciting food production system, which allows us to feed so many more 
87 
people today, in the same popular writing style of Clark et al.?" 
The Board accepted the Executive Committee's opinion that the article 
was too small and unproductive a target on which to expend much ef­
fort. In this particular instance, it was expected that a more useful 
response would be the forthcoming report on energy in agriculture in 
the future. 
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Two months later, the Executive Committee responded to an invita­
tion from Ag World magazine to prepare answers to some of the articles 
appearing in the magazine. While agreeing that many of the articles 
were vicious and erroneous and that responses would be justified and 
needed, the Committee stuck to its policy of not diverting CAST efforts 
89 
in that direction. Black wrote to the editor with the Committee's 
policy but urging him to use parts of CAST reports that would be use-
ful.90 
At about the same time as the CAST Board was meeting in St. Louis 
in July 1975 a report was being issued in that city by the Center for 
the Biology of Natural Systems, Washington University, "A Comparison of 
the Production, Economic Returns, and Energy Intensiveness of Corn 
Belt Farms That Do and Do Not Use Inorganic Fertilizers and Pesti-
91 
cides." As the latest publication by the group headed by Dr. 
Barry Commoner it was newsworthy in scientific journals and daily news-
QO 
papers alike. 
The Pes Moines Sunday Register editorialized oa July 27 in support 
of the report with the hope it would "stir further research at the 
93 
Land Grant colleges on farming without so much chemical stuff." 
The Sunday Oregonian of September 14 presented an editorial on 
the report under "Manure victory." Its conclusion was similar to that 
of its Iowa counterpart: 
The Washington University study is a milestone because it 
offers the first serious scientific evidence that organic 
farming can be economical and productive. Many organic 
farmers have known this for a long time, but they were only 
isolated voices, ignored by their government and even ^ 
their neighbors, both addicts of the quick chemical fix. 
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This time it was Cowan, now the Past President of CAST, who chal­
lenged the editorialists. "Authenticity is a prime requisite in your 
business and ours," he wrote to the Oregonian publisher, and observed 
that the editorial writer's only source of information about the report 
had been an article in Science magazine. "In the agricultural community. 
Science and the person reporting these findings from Washington University 
ÛC 
have very little if any credibility," Cowan said. 
He noted that agricultural scientists had long recognized the 
benefits of organic matter in the soil, then provided examples of the 
country's food production potential with a horse-powered agriculture 
with probable consequences 
I would strongly urge in a state where agriculture is as 
important as it is in Oregon that you encourage your 
editorial writers to thoroughly research such subjects 
before presenting to the lay public an inaccurate and mis­
leading point of view. You have an excellent source of ad­
vice at Oregon State University. If you wish counsel on a 
national basis then you would find the Council for Agricul­
tural Science and Technology an excellent resource. They 
are in a position to provide you with names of knowledgeable 
and reputable scientists in any field or branch of agricul­
ture . 
Black commended Cowan for the letter and for his serving as a 
"watchdog of agricultural science" as he had argued in his study, 
98 
"Informing the Nonagricultural Public about Agricultural Science." 
Many agricultural scientists were upset by the publicity received 
by the report and the possibility the National Science Foundation 
ÛQ 
might continue to support such work. 
The staff of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
requested a number of midwestern deans of agriculture to respond to an 
article on the CBNS report which appeared in the New York Times. 
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Kolmer of ISU prepared a letter slightly more than three pages long, 
based on comments and reactions received from the faculty.Black 
sent a copy of the Kolmer letter to Paluszek, along with a letter to 
the editor of Science by the Assistant Director of the Illinois Agricul-
102 
tural Experiment Station, in the hope that he might "find it of 
interest to the press. 
CAST continued to respond on occasion to inaccurate, misleading 
or especially irritating news articles, but the decision of the Board 
in February 1975 came to be the basic policy in this regard. Emphasis 
was to be placed on reports as the primary output, and that these could 
be given much broader and more effective distribution than attempting 
to respond to articles one at a time. 
Cowan's letter to the Oregonian publisher referred to a major CAST 
activity. Though the organization was mostly undertaking responses to 
needs for information in Washington,there were a number of ways 
in which it processed requests. Black specified four ways, cwo of 
which were the task force process (the difference being whether the 
task force worked by correspondence and telephone only or had a group 
meeting). The other two were frequently used and illustrate CAST's 
commitment to serve as a clearinghouse for requests for agricultural 
science information. The first response was "to refer the problem to 
someone else in instances in which some other group is more appropriate 
than ours for the purpose." The second was for CAST, notably Black, 
to collect relevant printed information on the topic and to send it 
to the questioner. 
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This procedure was a consequence of CAST's becoming known for 
its service to news people and decision-makers, and was a natural 
result of the publication of the Directory. 
Even the member societies soon came to turn to CAST and Black as 
a source of information about experts in other disciplines and 
106 
sciences. 
CAST not only responded to requests from Washington officials 
but also developed a process of keeping them up to date on matters 
that were of continuing as well as immediate concern to them. 
Copies of the "Pesticide Report to the Nation" report were sent 
to the chairmen of the Senate and House Appropriations Subcommittees 
concerned with environmental and consumer protection, and to the members 
of other Congressional committees concerned with environmental is­
sues.Advance copies of "The Phenoxy Herbicides" report were 
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sent to Congressional leaders in agricultural and scientific matters. 
Similar service was provided to the heads of state oepartmerits of 
agriculture. They were sent copies of reports on "Land Resource Use 
and Protection" and "Utilization of Animal Manures and Sewage Sludges 
in Food and Fiber Production" at a time when these were important 
109 issues to them. 
The information process worked two ways. After Congressman George 
E. Brown, Jr. of California included some remarks on energy in agricul­
ture in the Congressional Record,Black sent them to the Board 
members for them to read.^^^ He then sent Congressman Brown a letter 
describing CAST and its work in the subject area, and offering information 
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as "an aid to maintaining our perspective" in order to appreciate the 
significance of the situation (i.e., use of animal manures and sewage 
112 
sludges relative to the quantities of fertilizers being used). 
When public concern on the use of 2,4,5-T turned up in Arkansas 
in the form of complaints from residents near the National Forest area. 
Black sent individual letters to the members of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee. He described the CAST studies produced on the topic and 
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suggested additional sources of information. This developed an 
effective contact with Senator Dale Bumpers of Arkansas who asked 
that CAST "continue to give me the benefit of your advice on this 
issue."114 
Even before Black became the Executive Vice President of CAST he 
asked the Board about preparing a newsletter. A major deterrent at the 
time had been the preparation of an appropriate mailing list and 
organizing the mailing. The Board "felt that a newsletter should be 
a high-priority activity." Tlie official action was "that the central 
office move ahead to prepare and distribute a newsletter at regular 
intervals. In addition to being sent to individual members, it was 
suggested that some societies might be willing to distribute it to 
their members with other mailings. Good, the SON representative, of­
fered national distribution assistance in mailing to Extension 
1 115 personnel. 
The recommendation on the distribution system was not very specific, 
but Black set about producing the first issue. Volume 1 Number 1 was 
published April 1974.H^ It was 8 pages, standard letter size. 
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called NEWS from CAST, using the same letterhead that had been designed 
for CAST news releases. It was an adaptation of the CAST stationery, 
with "NEWS" and "CAST" flush left at the top in green, and the society 
members in green down the left border below the masthead. The name, 
address, telephone number, and Black's name were beneath the masthead 
in black. The pages were stapled in the upper left corner. 
The first issue established the pattern for NEWS from CAST lay­
out and design. The cover page featured a photograph of the Board of 
Directors taken at the February 1974 meeting in St. Louis. The pages 
were numbered consecutively throughout the volume, a practice followed 
by many scientific journals. A two-column page format was adopted. 
In subsequent issues, the photographs of task force chairmen would be 
used on the cover as well as to accompany the summary of their reports. 
The first issue emphasized summaries of task force reports, which 
was to be the primary emphasis of all the newsletters. Summaries were 
presented of five task force reports that had been issued between 
December 28, 1973 through February 8, 1974 (Reports No. 20 through 24). 
Formation of two new task forces was announced, along with distribution 
of the statement on "Preventive Weed Control." Other items included 
reference to the energy report having been reprinted in Agricultural 
Engineering,contacts with the new Office of Technology Assessment, a 
report on 2,4,5-T hearings, and CAST meetings and talks given by 
officers. 
The June 1974 issue of eight pages featured President Cowan on 
the cover and included summaries of four recently issued task force 
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reports, and a review of meetings attended by the officers on behalf 
of CAST. 
"Distinguished Visitors at Board Meeting" were pictured on the 
cover of the August 1974 issue, which was only six pages. One task 
force report was summarized, and the task force of another was listed. 
There were items on the ASAE as the twelfth member society, planning 
for a sewage sludge disposal task force, EPA withdrawal of the 2,4,5-T 
hearings, and announcements of the "Pesticide Report to the Nation," 
and CAST meetings. A new feature was individual photographs of the 
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Board members, beginning in this issue with the Executive Committee. 
The October 1974 issue was twelve pages. The CAST secretaries, 
Mrs. Delores Kyle and Mrs. Juanita Langmo, were shown on the cover. 
Summaries of six task force reports were presented, with photographs 
of their chairmen. Also reported were the new membership of the AMS, 
CAST representation at an EPA meeting, formation of two new task 
forces, and recent CAST meetings. Photographs of eight Board members 
were included along wich an explanation of the make-up of the governing 
body.120 
In 1974 NEWS from CAST was a quarterly but in 1975 it became a 
bimonthly. 
There were 2,500 copies printed of the first issue. In addition 
to the single copies to individual members, representatives of sup­
porting and sustaining members, and society officers, there were bulk 
shipments of 500 copies to Good, 100 to Howes, 25 to White-Stevens, 
and five copies each to other members of the Executive Committee. An 
additional 800 copies were reprinted for use in membership solicitation 
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and distribution to the Senate and House Agricultural Committees. 
At later times an extra 800 copies were reprinted so that a supply of 
121 
about 250 to 300 copies could be maintained to fill requests. 
The print order for the second issue was 3,600 for similar distribu­
tion. There were 4,000 copies ordered for the two other issues in 
1974. This was raised to 5,000 copies for the first two issues in 
1975 and then up to 6,000 copies for the third 1975 issue.^22 
Black sent extra copies of the newsletters to Executive Committee 
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members to use in their promotion of CAST. 
The response to the newsletter was excellent. One Board member 
used it "to promote an understanding of what CAST is doing" among his 
c o l l e a g u e s . M y e r s  o f  A r i z o n a ,  t h e  f o r m e r  D e a n  o f  A g r i c u l t u r e  w h o  
had encouraged Black, wrote that "It was a pleasure to receive this 
first issue of the News" and that it was "gratifying to know that two 
of our faculty members had been asked to chair CAST c o m m i t t e e s ."^25 
Black developed a practice of sending each task force member a 
copy of the issue of NEW S from CAST which contained the sumuiary of his 
group's report. Membership applications were usually enclosed for those 
task force members who were not individual members of CAST. 
In his report to the June 1974 Board meeting. Black described the 
production and distribution of the first issues of the newsletter. 
He had obtained a bulk mailing permit and arranged with the ISU Printing 
Department to print and prepare the copies in zip-code order for 
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mailing. 
The Board felt that providing the newsletter to members of the 
member societies would help keep them informed about CAST. There was 
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considerable discussion as to how these copies might be distributed, 
which actually was a continuation of the discussion begun in February. 
The Executive Committee was asked to see if an appropriate procedure 
128 
might be worked out. 
White-Stevens suggested some ways to expand the content of the 
IpQ 
newsletter, and Black's reply described the editorial policy to 
mid-1974 : 
Although we have established no policy on the contents, 
there should be no question about including activities that 
are strictly ours. 
I would hesitate to start including other matters such as 
reviews of books and condensations of papers without 
discussion and authorization by the executive committee or 
the board of directors. I am especially hesitant to in­
clude reviews of books that rap the environmentalists on the 
knuckles because this would tend to display our bias and 
label us as a bunch of protective rightists. If we should 
essay to review appropriate textbooks in the broad field 
of agricultural science, we would have a lot of books to 
review. 
My personal preference is to stick to CAST activities and 
let them speak for themselves.1^0 
The general conteut of the newsletter vss rsvia::3d by the Execu­
tive Committee in October 1974. Black commented, "The manner of 
presentation has been factual and perhaps even dull. There has been 
no editorializing." He said requests had been received to review 
books, announce new books, reprint papers on environmental issues, 
and letters of interest to the agricultural scientific community (such 
as the Soth-Black correspondence). By consensus, the Executive 
Committee "decided that NEWS from CAST should remain as it is for the 
time being." 
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Cowan pointed with pride to the initiation of the newsletter as 
one of the achievements of 1974. It had been well-received, he re­
ported, by the membership and other interested persons and organiza­
tions . 
NEWS from CAST distribution was considered again by the Executive 
Committee in April 1975. The meiriber societies had not had much interest 
in sending it to their members. CSSA, for example, had decided to keep 
its members informed about the activities of CAST by abstracting the 
newsletter in Agronomy News. The ASA concurred in the recommendation.^33 
Black had used gratis distribution of NEWS from CAST as an introduction 
for membership solicitations. It was agreed to try a test mailing of 
NEWS from CAST for one year to the agricultural staff in one state 
university, Illinois, followed by an individual membership solicita­
tion. The premise was that persons more familiar with CAST activities 
would be more likely to join. The Executive Committee also decided 
to continue providing 500 copies of the newsletter to Good for distribu-
1 TA 
tion to extension personnel. 
The July 1975 Board meeting made two decisions concerning NEWS 
from CAST: (1) The newsletter could be distributed gratis to potential 
supporting and sustaining members, and (2) the list of supporting and 
sustaining members should be published in the newsletter.^^5 
There were eight-two pages of NEWS from CAST in 1975. The format 
did not change, though Black added candid photographs of Board members 
taken at their meetings (an application of one of his hobbies). Mrs. 
136 
Barbara Abbott assisted in the production of the newsletter. 
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For an organization actively involved in public affairs and public 
education, CAST issued very few news releases. What might have been 
news releases in other organizations became reports in CAST. There 
was a definite tendency to provide the complete message rather than try 
to condense the thought into capsule form that might be misinterpreted. 
CAST appeared not to want to fall into the "catchy headline" trap which 
to many scientists seemed unfair to agricultural science. 
There were two basic types of news releases issued during the 
period, both using the NEWS from CAST letterhead. 
Black developed a procedure for preparing a news release on each 
report as it was issued, or for a series of reports if they were issued 
within a few days of each other.^^7 These releases were intended as 
introductions to the accompanying reports rather than as news stories 
ready to be printed. In a sense, it was using the news release format 
in place of a cover letter when distributing new reports. 
A number of news releases were written and distributed on CAST 
news release letterhead from New York by the Paluszek organizacioa. 
The publicity for the 1975 "Food Day Dial-ogue" was an example, with 
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advance and follow-up stories handled by Paluszek. A procedure 
was developed in which the releases (as well as advertisements for the 
139 
Dial-ogues) were cleared by Black. 
Paluszek also distributed CAST releases in promoting the "Phenoxy 
Herbicide" and "CBS Cancer Bogeyman" reports. In fact, the original 
distribution of the television program review was as a news release to 
the New York news media. 
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About four months after the "CBS Cancer Bogeyman" had been is­
sued, Black learned that a second version had been prepared by Paluszek 
to combine the observations of the task force along with those of the 
co-authors of a book. Panic in the Pantry."^" That release used such 
phrases as "dangerously misleading and inflammatory" and "unacceptable 
journalism" to describe the CBS program. One of the task force members, 
who of course had not agreed to those statements, requested to be pro­
vided a list of persons who had received the release and that a dis­
claimer be sent them describing his participation.Black apologized 
to the task force member, then sent each of the twenty-five persons on 
the list an appropriate letter.His concern over the incident 
was expressed this way to the offended task force member, "The covering 
release was obviously not prepared by you, nor was it by me. It was 
developed by others after our part of the activity was completed. Most 
scientists are allergic to the kind of purple prose that seems to be 
the stock in trade of the journalistic profession." 
While news releases were not extensively used by CAST as a com­
munication channel, there were many contacts with the media that 
carried the message to wider audiences. Barksdale used his public 
relations contacts to develop a number of articles. He encouraged 
Farm Journal to consider an article on CAST, providing a summary of ac­
c o m p l i s h m e n t s  a n d  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  t h e  y o u n g  o r g a n i z a t i o n . A  
regional editor of Farm Journal interviewed Black and drafted a 
story,146 but it was not until 1976 that a CAST reference was 
printed in the national agricultural magazine. 
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Newsletters of member organizations were another important way 
for the CAST story to be told. The NACA Reguletter reported the 
"Council for Agricultural Science and Technology (CAST) has developed 
a good reputation for itself during its short existence." The article 
referred to "top-notch reports" and urged contacting CAST headquarters 
for information on the organization, of special studies, and others 
being initiated. 
cast's first activity in publicity for something outside its own 
production was for the book, Panic in the Pantry by Dr. Elizabeth 
Whelan and Dr. Frederick J. Stare.It was a popularly written 
book on food additives that presented them in a positive way. Paluzek 
called it to Black's attention in August 1975 and suggested that CAST 
sponsor press conferences for Whelan to promote the book in various 
cities around the country. Howes and Black checked the book; Black 
with the Associate Dean of Home Economics at ISU. It appeared to be 
sound.'""'" Whelan came to Ames in October to discuss the project with 
Black and soon thereafter Howes approved the sponsorship.Black 
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also secured co-sponsorship on the project by the IFT. 
Whelan was responsible for a lot of publicity for CAST in the 
1 SQ 
latter part of 1975 and first half of 1976, Black believes. The 
news conferences were held in over a dozen major metropolitan areas, 
with the expense to CAST for travel and subsistence being $3,301.23 
for the fiscal year. 
Though the experience with Whelan seems to have been positive, 
the Board later took action to limit CAST sponsorship to information 
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developed through task forces, or if this is not possible to get the 
"best people" to speak on their own (though they may have CAST sponsor­
ship by payment of expenses). Black observed that no one person is 
1  C C  
perfect as a spokesman. 
CAST was to be an information production and distribution agency, 
and within the limitations of its human capacities and financial re­
sources, was pledged to become a "voice for agricultural science." 
As the credibility and significance of its reports became known, there 
were more requests for this information. 
President Howes received a letter recommending that CAST reports 
be made available to college instructors for the writer believed CAST 
" to be perhaps the most effective organization of agricultural 
research expertise toward the public sector." While Howes expressed 
interest in the idea, he responded that the under-financing of CAST 
had meant that a solution had not been found for the problem. 
At abûuu the same time, Slsck vas exchanging ccrrsspcndsncs vith 
a University of Illinois animal scientist. As an individual member of 
CAST, the scientist would like to have received copies of all CAST 
reports as issued and to make his own decisions about those of interest 
and those not to retain. He also urged that CAST reports be available 
in university libraries so undergraduates would have access to these 
items.Black responded by noting the printing and mailing cost for 
the recent third quarter of the fiscal year, $11,400 and $5,900, 
respectively. 
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At the July 1975 Board meeting two major decisions were made 
concerning publications distribution, indicating the Board's response 
to requests such as these. The first action was to amend the Bylaws 
to provide for a subscriber membership classification. This would be 
available to libraries and other information and resource centers. 
They would receive all CAST documentation without the privileges and 
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responsibilities provided in the other classifications of membership. 
The annual fee was set at $25 in the United States, Mexico, and Canada, 
and $35 elsewhere. Subscriber members were to receive all publica­
tions as they were issued, regardless of the series or the total numbers 
i c q  
produced in the year. A procedure was developed for subscribers 
to purchase back issues of CAST publications, too. 
Secondly, the Board established a policy "that up to five copies 
[of CAST publications] be sent free of charge to one person and that 
a charge for the cost of printing and mailing be made for greater 
numbers In making this policy statement, the Board actually 
reduced from ten to rive the maximum number of copies available with­
out charge,^^^ but the motion did then provide the staff with a guide­
line . 
These actions provided a mechanism to get CAST reports into the 
libraries of agricultural colleges and universities throughout the U.S. 
and overseas, as well as giving the staff a guide in responding to 
requests. The founders of CAST had specified that its documents would 
be public, as Howes wrote: 
Products of our Task Force efforts are not copyrighted, 
are public property as soon as published, and may be 
utilized as various agencies see fit. Of course we hope 
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they will not be misused to convey inaccurate impressions 
as might result from taking sentence [sic] out-of-context 
or other distortions. We find that CAST reports are often 
quoted in part, or in entirety, by various publications; 
and we are proud of this.^^^ 
Black's position on projects and activities of CAST was "that I 
do not want to move unless I can see quite clearly the value and use 
of the report or other product of our efforts or unless the other 
board or executive committee members are convinced of the importance 
of moving ahead.gg believed that for CAST, "Everything we do must 
count.Many ideas were suggested to CAST that were adopted, such 
as reported in this chapter, but many others were turned down by the 
Board, the Executive Committee, and the officers which would have drained 
time and resources away from the basic objectives. Other ideas were 
not implemented during the period of this report, but became a part 
of CAST after January 1976. 
An idea frequently expressed was for CAST to collect its reports 
and periodically publish them in book form for permanent retention in 
libraries. One of the first to recczzcnd this Dr. J. B. Jones, 
Jr. of Georgia, representative of the CSTPA. The Executive Committee 
discussed it in March 1974 but took no action.It appears this 
has not been done as it would detract from the need to continually 
respond to new requests. The re-editing of reports and production of 
books has not been a priority item. 
The Nebraska Educational Television Network invited CAST to be 
involved in a series of educational television programs on agriculture, 
to be called "Agriweek."^®^ The Executive Committee reacted favorably 
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to the concept, considering it an important opportunity for agricul­
tural science.Black responded to the producer that CAST could 
best assist by providing its access to agricultural scientists through­
out the country, and by providing copies of reports as source material 
1 A A for preparing programs and recruiting participants. The project 
seems not to have developed beyond the talking stage. 
President Cowan worked at getting CAST philosophy made an integral 
part of the agriculture exhibit and participation at Spokane's Expo 74 
World's Fair, but carefully avoided getting the consortium actively 
involved.After consideration of several possible projects, the 
Executive Committee took a similar position on the bicentennial, i.e., 
CAST would not participate.^^® 
It was proposed that CAST undertake the preparation of guidelines 
to professional employment for agricultural scientists somewhat like 
those available for engineers and scientists. The Executive Committee 
believed this would be a small part of CAST's total effort but that 
It might be thought of as a "small digression from the objectives of 
CAST as a scientific and educational organization," notably by the 
1RS, so preferred to bypass the activity. 
Paluszek, who has provided CAST with many ideas, suggested the 
possibility of a series of ten to a dozen radio tapes, each ten to 
fifteen minutes in length, to be sent to radio stations throughout 
the country. CAST scientists would be interviewed on aspects of the 
world food crisis. Black replied that the idea was similar to one 
that had been conceived in the early stages of CAST. While supporting 
such public education activities, Black was pessimistic about CAST 
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taking part — even if financial support was raised by Paluszek — be­
cause of the limited staff of CAST.^^^ 
In July 1975 Black had contact with Mr. James W, Giltmier of the 
staff of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.As a 
result of these discussions, and by discussion at the Board of Directors 
meeting in the same month,^ ^4 idea began to develop in which CAST 
would assemble groups of scientists to go to Washington to respond to 
questions on specified topics. This idea was to be called a "Congres­
sional Staff Seminar," but would not be brought to a fruitful stage 
until 1977. 
By the end of 1975 CAST had developed a variety of channels for 
consnunieating with its publics. In nearly all cases these developed 
from the multidisciplinary task force which was the source of factual, 
accurate information on agricultural science. Black defined these 
to the Board in July 1975 as : 
1. Direct responses by Individual scientists to questions 
received from the public in the telephone "dial-ogues." 
2. Scientific testimony in public hearings, such as had 
been presented by Day, Newton and Lang. 
3. Correspondence with Congress, such as Black's letters 
to Congressman Brown and Senator Bumpers. 
4. News releases, such as those which had been written 
by Pal uszek. ^75 
The Board then passed a motion that "CAST not disseminate informa­
tion that has not been evaluated by CAST," but a review of the implica­
tions of such a statement indicated that it should not hamper the 
Executive Vice President, that he should have authority to release 
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information. It was agreed that part of the credibility of CAST was 
a consequence of the low-key approach employed in CAST releases, so 
the motion was tabled with the effect that the policy as implemented 
by Black be continued. 
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CHAPTER IX. 
"WE INTEND TO BE HERE INDEFINITELY..."^ 
From 1974 on, CAST may be thouglit of as a permanent and expanding 
institution» Black moved from the presidency to become the Executive 
Vice President. Other scientific societies joined, from two to four 
societies per year, indicating the growing recognition given CAST with­
in the agricultural science community. The financial support increased 
providing Black with the opportunity to improve the services and quality 
of the outputu This was a period of organizational growth and maturity. 
No longer was there serious doubt as to CAST's formation. The concern 
now was how to maintain the momentum as an on-going organization that 
had been generated when the innovation was being created. 
Black was named as the Executive Vice President at the annual 
meeting of the Board in St. Louis on February 1-2, 1974. The action 
was taken after a presentation by rresident-Elect Cowan of the Execu­
tive Committee's discussion of procedures for handling CAST's administra­
tive affairs. He then moved that: 
Dr. Charles A. Black be requested to serve as Executive 
Vice-President of CAST, provided that mutually satisfactory 
arrangements can be worked out between himself and his 
administration at Iowa State University and that the duties 
of the Executive Vice-President be developed by the Execu­
tive Committee and provision be made for reasonably ap­
propriate professional support and service through providing 
for up to $30,000 in the 1974 budget to support such a 
Headquarters Office at Ames, Iowa.^ 
In the discussion which followed. Black expressed a willingness 
to continue with editing reports and forming task forces, but he was 
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reluctant to take responsibility for finances and membership records. 
He specifically asked to be relieved of the membership promotion 
activities he had in 1973.^ 
Mahlstede, who represented ASHS on the Board, spoke on behalf of 
Iowa State. The proposed action was another step toward establishing 
a full-time office for CAST, he said, but cautioned against ISU and 
CAST being considered synonymous. He suggested the proposal be an 
interim step to be reviewed on an annual basis. With that the motion 
4 
was approved. 
There was little discussion of the matter by Iowa State administra­
tors. Pesek of the Agronomy Department recognized that CAST was some­
thing important, and supported it by keeping Dean Kolmer aware of how 
the situation was being handled. He believed Black's activities were 
a legitimate academic pursuit, and that as long as they were done well 
would be a valuable contribution to agriculture in Iowa and the nation. 
It was fortunate that Iowa State's College of Agriculture and the 
Department of Agronomy are large institutions, for it was relatively 
easy to allow Black to spend his time on the new activity without 
jeopardizing their general academic and research strength.^ 
Kolmer and Mahlstede decided that ISU could well justify providing 
Black's salary and office space to get CAST started. The Dean took 
responsibility for the action, maintaining it within the College of 
Agriculture rather than sharing the decision with his administrative 
superiors. ^ 
Black was asked by the Executive Committee to take on the full 
administrative duties for CAST, including the financial and membership 
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records which had been started by Becker at the University of Illinois. 
He wrote to Kolmer: 
The reason for this is that, although the organization is 
busy performing its services, we do not as yet have enough 
financial support to employ the executive vice president 
we need. We hope that we shall be able to develop the 
needed support within a year or two. 
At first I resisted the attempt of the board of directors 
to persuade me to take on the extra responsibilities because 
I do not want them. After further thought, however, I 
decided there is really no alternative. I shall have to 
be involved in the direction of the financial and member­
ship activities whether I want to or not because I know so 
much more about them than anyone else on the board. If I 
can obtain the help of a first-class secretary who can do 
accounting and who can handle many of the details on her 
own, I might be able to have more time to do the other 
necessary work than I do nowo^ 
He received authorization to hire a secretary with CAST funds 
and to house her in the Agronomy Building near his office. Tacit 
agreement was also given to the plan whereby CAST purchased the secre­
tary's typewriter, but the University provided the desk, filing cabinets, 
and other office furniture.° 
There was good support for Black's acceptance of the staff role 
with CAST. The chairman of the National Industry-State Agricultural 
Research Council (NISARC) commended him for the dedication given to a 
tough job, adding "I am also impressed with the managerial confidence 
you've exhibited in organizing CAST and overcoming the considerable 
q  
inertia that was present in its formative stages." One of the first 
chairmen of a CAST task force wrote, "the organization badly needs 
your continuing services. A member of the Executive Committee was 
271 
even more to the point, "CAST would not make it without your firm 
hand, especially on the task forces. 
President Cowan wrote to Dean Kolmer to express the appreciation 
of the CAST Board and Executive Committee for the assistance being given 
to Iowa State. He said, "This contribution will be of immeasurable 
value." He recognized the shortage of staff time and of office space 
faced by ISU, then added his opinion that this was an important Interim 
12 
step towards a self-contained headquarters for CAST. 
Two societies joined CAST in 1974, the American Society of Agricul­
tural Engineers (ASAE) in July, and the American Meteorological Society 
13 CAMS) in August. Actually, the AMS membership was in behalf of one 
of its sections, the Committee on Agricultural and Forestry Meteorology, 
and its membership dues were computed on this basis. 
Four societies joined in 1975, the largest number in any single 
year aside from the initial period in 1972; The Southern Weed Science 
Society (SWSS) in February, the Rural Sociological Society (RSS) in 
April, the American College of Veterinary Toxicology (ACVT) in August, 
and the American Dairy Science Association (ADSA) in December. This 
brought the total to seventeen member societies, just one short of 
doubling the charter number of nine (a point which was reached in May 
1976).14 
President Cowan, Executive Vice President Black, and the Executive 
Committee maintained a steady pressure to bring more scientific societies 
into the fold. Their efforts were highly successful, though not 
completely. The agricultural economists developed some interest and 
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respect for CAST through their participation on task forces,but 
did not take action at their annual meetings.Other societies 
continued to be troubled by their allegiances to AIBS.^^ 
Presidents, or their representatives, of prospective member 
societies were invited to attend meetings of the CAST Board, and several 
18 
of them did. On occasion, CAST took official action to encourage the 
societal decision-making process. For example, in advance of a formal 
petition for membership the Executive Committee told the American 
Phytopathological Society (APS) it considered the "society to meet all 
qualifications for membership and that the executive committee would 
recommend to the board that APS be accepted as a society member, should 
19 
such membership be sought." 
Cowan was concerned about maintaining good relations with the 
societies that were members of CAST. He urged the representatives on 
the Board to attend their societies' annual meetings and "make certain 
that your society is appropriately informed of CAST activities, its 
role, its nature, and its purpose."" He was especially anxious that 
the new officers of societies be familiar with CAST and its general 
20 purpose. 
As was previously noted, no society probably had a more difficult 
time in reaching its decision on whether or not to join CAST than did 
the Entomological Society of America (ESA). Its deliberations began 
seriously in 1972 when a negative decision was made by the Governing 
21 
Board. Black sought to keep channels of communication open with 
the succeeding ESA presidents, reporting to them about CAST activities 
22 
and especially on participation of entomologists on task forces. 
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Each new ESA president meant another explanation of CAST and the process 
23 for seeking membership in CAST. The President of the WSSA in 1974 
urged that ESA "strongly consider a formal active role in CAST. 
The issue was discussed by the ESA Governing Board once again in 
July 1975. While the general tone was reported as favorable to CAST, 
some questions had developed. Black and President Howes were invited 
to attend the November 1975 meeting to explain in appropriate detail 
25 
the policies and mode of operation of CAST. 
The decision following this CAST presentation was to take the 
matter to the society membership through a mail ballot. Pro and con 
statements were published in the March 1976 ESA Bulletin, with rebuttal 
26 
statements to be in the June issue. 
The membership vote by ESA was favorable, an event that was not 
27 
anticipated by Black. This was considered advisory for the ESA 
Governing Board, so it was not until early 1977 that the society 
28 became a part of CAST. 
The issue was sufficiently important for the ESA balloting process 
to be the subject of a two-page story in the August 20, 1976 issue of 
Science. This reported that the matter went deeper than the operation 
of CAST, that a debate on the role of a scientific society was taking 
place within ESA; 
Entomological Society of America: 
A Vote Which Raises Advocacy Issue 
The debate over the risks and benefits of the use of 
pesticides in American agriculture has centered on the 
laws and regulations which govern pesticide use, particularly 
on the activities of the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and its standard-setting role. To the 
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interested public, the chief antagonists appear to be environ­
mental activists in an unending series of hearings and court 
battles. Scientists in disciplines relevant to agriculture 
have been less visibly but no less directly involved, and 
the debate has been the source of persistent tensions 
within their disciplines and scientific societies. 
These stresses are reflected in balloting currently under­
way by members of the Entomological Society of America (ESA) 
to decide whether the organization should become a member of 
the Council for Agricultural Science and Technology (CAST). 
For ESA, as the current president Ray Smith of Berkeley 
sees it, the question posed by the vote is "how do you 
handle advocacy within a scientific society," when the 
membership is divided on the issue. 
Most scientific societies do not have any broad doctrinal 
consensus and maintain unity by avoiding policy issues likely 
to test it. One of the interesting things about the ESA 
ballot on CAST is that it raises just such an issue. 
The issue was further complicated by the CAST publication early 
in 1976 of a task force report reviewing a draft document of the Environ­
mental Protection Agency, "Investigation of the Effects of Food Standards 
30 
on Pesticide Use." The EPA requested the CAST review of the manu-
SCripL) âûd Wiillê xu l'iâd i'lOc bêêit puulisl'iêd, Jl u  wâS â puulxC uOCLuûêûL 
as it had been printed in the Federal Register. Part of the significance 
of the study by the task force was that the original report had been 
prepared under EPA contract by Dr. Robert van den Bosch of the University 
31 
of California at Berkeley, who was violently opposed to ESA joining 
32 CAST. He charged that the publication of the CAST report violated 
33 the confidentiality of the peer review process. 
Following the precedent established with other member societies 
whose members were only partially involved in agriculture, the ESA 
joined CAST on the basis of those members who were agriculturally-
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oriented. The result of the mail ballot was used to determine this 
factor. 
None of the member societies were willing to take on the added 
duties of handling CAST's financial and membership records. Black re-
34 
ported to the February 1974 Board meeting. With Becker completing 
his term on the Executive Committee, it was necessary to find another 
way to handle these responsibilities which had been his during his 
service as the Treasurer. The Executive Committee combined these into 
the duties of the newly named Executive Vice President. President 
Cowan wrote the Executive Committee ten days after the St. Louis meeting 
that "determining how we can most effectively handle our records and 
set up an efficient mailing procedure to our membership" was one of 
35 
their two most urgent matters for immediate attention. 
Black set about developing a computerized system to handle the 
CAST mailing lists. He received advice from staff members at the ISU 
Computer Center and the University's Administrative Hztz Processing 
Center. 
37 In late March, Cowan reported to the Board and to the Presidents 
38 
of the member societies that the headquarters office had been trans­
ferred from Urbana to Ames. The first CAST employee, Ms. Cheryl Nissen, 
39 
was hired in March to be the secretary-recordkeeper. She was re­
placed in late July by Mrs. Juanita Langmo^^ who took on the job of 
41 
reconstructing the income records and developing an accounting system. 
iSie records, accounts, and funds were sent to Black by Becker in 
March and April 1974. There was about $55,000 in the checking account. 
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which Black invested in short term savings and loan association accounts 
and in U.S. Treasury bills. He also reestablished the $1300 in the en-
42 dowment fund. 
Establishing the records system in Ames took most of 1974, and 
even at the end of the fiscal year in September the process was not 
43 yet complete enough to secure an independent audit. 
A significant portion of the October 1974 Executive Committee 
meeting was devoted to the management of CAST's financial affairs. Mr. 
Kent Crippen, an accountant, and Mr. Harvey Levin, an attorney, attended 
as consultants. Crippen recommended that CAST make budget projections 
three years in advance, should have cash on hand to cover one year's 
annual operating expense, funds in addition to cash reserves should be 
spent or encumbered each year, and that a plan should be developed to 
obtain the support needed to accomplish the agreed upon objectives. 
As a result of the discussion, a Budget and Finance Committee was 
.  j  44 
created. 
The firsc chairman of the new ComniiLcee was VanRiper, with the 
other members being Crosby, Dr. Glen P. Lofgreen of ASAS, Dr. Walther 
K. Ott of PSA, and Dr. J. W. Pendleton, representing individual members. 
Their first report was presented to the Board in February 1975 and 
adopted. It included a budget for fiscal 1974-1975 plus these recom­
mendations: (1) CAST should be on a cash basis for accounting, 
(2) there should be a $75,000 fidelity bond for the Executive Vice 
President, (3) the Executive Vice President should prepare a quarterly 
financial report, (4) the position of "assistant vice president" should 
be created, (5) the Budget and Finance Committee should prepare a 
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projected budget for the next three fiscal years, and (6) the operating 
reserve should be invested prudently and not expended without approval 
45 
of the Executive Committee. 
There was considerable discussion of the report centering on the 
importance for CAST to work toward a position of financial independence, 
and away from dependence on industry funds. There were suggestions 
for endowment funds, increased individual memberships, and even in­
creased society contributions. There was agreement of these objectives, 
46 but an accepted difficulty in implementing them. 
VanRiper's Committee presented a three-year budget plan in July 
1975 which anticipated balanced budgets of $146,000 in fiscal 1976, 
$168,500 in fiscal 1977, and $191,000 in fiscal 1978. The fiscal 
1975 budget was $106,000. Corporations continued to be the principal 
47 
source of income available to the organization. 
The projections proved to be conservative, with CAST receiving 
more income than anticipated and having substantially fewer expenses 
in the early years. The exception was 1976 when it fell jusc uiider 
the projected income goal.^^ Income in fiscal 1977 passed the $222,000 
49 level and the approved budget for 1978 was set at $292,700. 
The goal of one year's operating expense in reserve proved to be 
elusive. In September 1974 there was a reserve of $68,889, up from 
$17,742 the year before.This was increased to $108,298 at the end 
of fiscal 1975^^ and $136,226 at the close of fiscal 1976.^^ The in­
creasing costs of new programs, additional staff, and inflation worked 
to keep putting the goal just beyond reach. 
278 
Though CAST quickly developed a reasonable element of financial 
stability, there was a change away from its early goal of an office 
and staff in the Nation's Capital. Though a permanent office was still 
uppermost in the minds of the Executive Committee, by October 1974 it 
was apparent to them that "A Washington office now would do us more 
ham than good." An office in the midwest had convenience and proximity 
53 
to agriculture, and an address in a university town was desirable. 
This marked the formal acknowledgment of a change in the perception of 
cast's role in behalf of agricultural science, that it was not neces­
sary to be physically present in Washington in order to achieve the 
objectives subscribed to by the member societies. In fact, the members 
of the Executive Committee and the Board were coming to recognize that 
a location away from the great concentration of lobby groups made it 
easier to identify CAST as something different. It was another factor 
contributing to CAST's credibility. 
Employing a professional staff member to assist Black proved co 
be a difficult task, too. The matter was pursued with the charac­
teristic thoroughness that was becoming recognized as typical of 
Black's influence on CAST. 
Black first asked the Executive Committee to consider employing 
54 
additional professional staff at its June 1974 meeting. In October 
the Executive Committee authorized its new Budget and Finance Com­
mittee to prepare a job description for an administrative assistant, to 
begin screening applicants, and to report to the February 1975 Board 
meeting.This action was taken without prior consultation with 
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the TSU administration, and was turned down at first because of concern 
that the University would be criticized for providing facilities for 
such a person.Black then conceived the idea of employing someone 
who had academic qualifications and could be given a staff position 
as a collaborator similar to that of U.S. Department of Agriculture 
personnel on the campus. 
By the time of the Board meeting the title had become "Assistant 
Vice President." The Board approved the job description as part of the 
58 
Budget and Finance Committee report. VanRiper enlisted the help of 
the Board members to help locate candidates who "should be 30 to 45 
years old, meet people well, be a good organizer, and a 'go-getter.'" 
The applicant should have an advanced degree in agriculture or a re­
lated field, interest and experience in communicating with the public 
involving management and dispersal of scientific information relating 
to agriculture. The duties would be: (1) general administrative duties 
associated with CAST headquarters — office and personnel management, 
(2) membership recruitment, and (3) newsletter preparation and public 
communications. Rather than advertise for candidates, he indicated a 
59 
preference to identify potential candidates and approach them. 
The opening was announced in the March 1975 issue of NEWS from CAST.^ 
Black sent a copy of a job description announcement to the heads of 
departments in the ISU College of Agriculture.^^ 
The Executive Committee began interviewing candidates when it met 
62 in Ames in April 1975 and offered the position to a candidate who 
63 declined. Additional candidates were considered, and more interviews 
held in St. Louis at the time of the July 1975 Board meeting. Once 
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64 
more the position was offered, but after negotiations between President 
Howes and the candidate^^ the offer was declined. 
Once again Howes offered the position, this time to Theodore Hutch-
croft, at the time a Consultant to the Inter-American Institute of 
Agricultural Sciences of the OAS. The position was to include "a non­
tenure, part-time appointment as Instructor at Iowa State University," 
and the location would be at the University and include fringe benefits 
consistent with those generally provided by the University for comparable 
faculty employees.It was accepted and the second professional member 
joined the CAST staff effective January 1, 1976.^^ Howes reported 
the appointment to the Executive Committee^^ and to the Board, 
while Black included the news in the December 1975 issue of NEWS from 
CAST.^^ 
The letter of employment from Howes formalized the policy of CAST 
to provide its employees benefits equal to or better than those of 
Iowa State UniversityWhile this had been the informal agreement 
with Mrs. Langmo, no programs had been implemented to provide those 
72 benefits, except for cash supplements. As CAST added additional 
personnel it was necessary for the organization to establish its own 
73 
retirement and medical insurance plans. 
The location of the second CAST professional staff member on the 
ISU campus was another step forward in the relations between the two 
organizations. One interesting element of the CAST-ISU connection was 
the CAST address in 1974: Department of Agronomy, Iowa State University, 
Ames, Iowa 50010, Board member Carter, representing the CSSA, reported 
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to Black on an informal discussion by a number of agronomy department 
heads in which they suggested having a post office box address. Their 
concern, Carter believed, was one of identification which might imply 
a vested interest, no matter what the host institution might be. A 
74 
post office box number would give a certain anonymity. Black responded 
that such an arrangement would be very unhandy in the Ames situation, 
and it appears to have been dropped from further consideration because 
it was not a widely held concern. 
Black was clearly aware of the importance of Iowa State's contribu­
tion to the success of CAST. In presenting the first audited financial 
statement to the Board, he noted that the substantial cash balance 
"would work against us in the minds of many persons, who would naturally 
argue that if we have all that money their support is not needed." 
The dependence on ISU did not clearly show in the statement, he noted, 
"and intentionally so, because as a result of this subsidy Iowa State 
University could suffer from attack by newsmen or legislators who 
could misrepresent the situation to the public."" 
The move of Black from elective officer to staff executive tended 
to broaden the leadership scope of CAST. He was succeeded in February 
1974 as CAST President by Dr. J. Ritchie Cowan of Oregon State University, 
who had already served as President of three member societies of 
CAST.^^ Cowan in turn was followed by Dr. C. E. Howes of Virginia 
78 
Polytechnic Institute and State University, whose President-Elect 
79 
was Dr. B. P. Cardon, Chairman of the Board of Arizona Feeds, Inc. 
The first four elected leaders included two agronomists (one soils. 
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the other crop science), one poultry scientist, and one animal scien­
tist . 
By the end of 1975 (actually, the annual meeting in February 1976), 
the tenures of the early leaders of CAST were coming to an end and 
they were being replaced. Cowan completed his term as Past President, 
VanRiper completed his term as a Member-at-Large of the Executive 
Committee; Becker had retired at the beginning of 1974 from his CAST 
duties. Terms of a number of Board representatives also were ending 
and bringing more changes. 
The Board was enlarged in 1974 with the installation of the two 
representatives elected by the individual members, Dr. Keith C. Barrons 
of Dow Chemical U.S.A., and Dr. Robert H. White-Stevens of Rutgers 
80 
University. When White-Stevens was promptly elected a Member-at-
81 
Large on the Executive Committee, he was succeeded as an individual 
member representative by Dr. J. W. Pendleton of the University of 
82 
Wisconsin. The election of the two individual member representatives 
brought the Board to full membership, though Black was serving as 
Executive Vice President as well as being the Past President. At the 
beginning of 1974 there were 25 persons on the Board and by the close 
of the following year there were 35 members. By the end of 1977 the 
number had reached 45 persons. 
The elections in the fall of 1974 were the first to use the 
nominating committee process provided for in the bylaws. Carter of 
83 
the CSSA was named chairman of the five person committee. They 
selected two nominees for President-Elect and Member-at-Large, and by 
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October 7 the mail ballot had been completed with Cardon elected 
84 
President-Elect and Crosby re-elected to the Executive Committee. 
The same basic procedures were used in 1975 to elect persons to 
fill positions beginning at the close of the annual meeting in February 
1976. In addition to nominating persons for President-Elect and the 
Member-at-Large (who were elected by the Board), the Committee had the 
responsibility to make nominations for the expiring term of Pendleton 
as representative of the individual members. Black asked Cardon, who 
was Committee Chairman, to have at least three nominees for the individual 
member representative so that the persons with fewer votes might be 
asked to fill vacancies which might occur without CAST having to re-
85 
sort to the expense of another election. 
The growth of the CAST Board, coupled with the frequent turnover 
of society leadership positions, was beginning to have an influence on 
CAST by early 1975. Cardon wrote to President Howes following the 
February annual meeting about three areas of relationships with member 
societies he believed needed further clarification, ihese had been 
expressed to him by several Board members, and though he felt they had 
been considered and answered to some degree in the past they needed to 
be reinforced. They were: 
1. The working relationship between CAST and the member societies 
in designating individuals to serve on task forces . 
2. The responsibilities of CAST Board members to the societies 
which they represent; there was need for a detailed definition of 
responsibilities to stimulate more reporting back to society Boards 
and communication with members. 
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3. The relationship between CAST task forces and committees of 
86 
member societies that consider similar problems. 
The first response to Cardon's expression was a discussion by the 
Executive Committee with general agreement as to the worth of further 
consideration. Cardon and Crosby were asked to draft one or more state-
87 
ments for consideration by the Executive Committee and the Board. 
Cardon drafted three statements, each about 1-1/2 pages long, on 
each of the three topics. These were sent to Crosby and Black for 
consideration. They were based on the body of information about CAST 
88 
that had been developed by Black. The first of these, "The Responsi­
bility of CAST Board Members to Their Parent Society," served as the 
basis for the statement submitted to the Board in July 1975 and, with 
minor amendments, was adopted to be part of the "Operational Guide-
89 
lines" in a section called "Liaison with Member Societies." 
Black transmitted the new edition of the "Operational Guidelines" 
to the Presidents of member societies noting that CAST is the son of 
the societies, not their parent organization. "The scientific 
societies recognized the need for CAST and cooperated to form it. CAST 
is controlled by the member societies." He urged their special at­
tention to the new section: 
Liaison with Member Societies 
Activities of CAST are intended to complement, not to re­
place, those of the scientific societies and their com­
mittees. Member societies are independent and are expected 
to undertake whatever activities they consider appropriate 
in their respective subject-matter area. CAST functions 
primarily as an organizer of multidisciplinary activities 
that transcend the boundaries of individual societies. 
The information supplied is characteristically the product 
of multidisciplinary task forces of scientists appointed 
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and assembled by CAST with the aid of the member societies 
and others, as appropriate. Task forces are discharged when 
their assigned function has been completed although the 
same or nearly the same group may be reassembled for sequential 
tasks if needed. 
Depending on the number of their individual members, member 
societies appoint one to three persons to CAST*s board of 
directors to represent the society in the governance of CAST, 
the guidance of CAST activities, and the supplying of ex­
pertise for these activities. Specifically, the responsi­
bilities of CAST board members appointed by member societies 
include the following: 
1. To aid in deliberation and decision-making. 
2. To present ideas and proposals from the society for CAST 
activities. 
3. To recommend persons for participation in CAST activities. 
4. To keep the society informed about CAST activities. 
5. To inform CAST*s executive vice president of changes in 
society officers and board members. 
The following qualifications are desirable in individuals 
selected as society representatives on the board of directors: 
1. Ability to participate in CAST board meetings. 
2. Wide acquaintance with members of the society and their 
subject-matter expertise. 
3. Ability to reflect the thinking of the society as re­
gards ideas and proposals for CAST activities. 
4. Willingness to report on CAST activities to the officers 
and members of the society at annual meetings or other ap­
propriate times.90 
CAST instituted at least one service to its member societies 
that had the potential for drawing them closer together, or at least 
to have a better understanding of each other. The President of WSSA 
had suggested in 1972 that CAST serve as a newsletter exchange bureau 
91 
for the member societies. Black proposed the idea to the society 
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presidents and they had unanimously accepted the idea. What with 
his other responsibilities, Black was unable to devote the time to 
organize this activity. Dr. G. F. Warren, WSSA Board representative, 
94 
accepted the assignment, but also was held up in pursuing the matter. 
In mid-1974, Warren asked each of the member societies to supply 
the names of their president, president-elect, past president, and 
95 
executive officer or secretary. The first edition of the listing 
was circulated to the societies on January 25, 1975. Each society 
was asked to send a copy of its newsletter, or equivalent, to each 
person on the list.^^ 
Several changes and additions were sent to Warren, so within two 
months he issued, a revised list for the exchange for fourteen societies 
97 
plus CAST with a total of 52 names and addresses. 
Warren reported on the project to the July 1975 Board meeting, 
noting that considerable time was required to obtain the original 
responses from the societies. During the discussion, Howes noted that 
one of cast's objectives was to improve couuauuicatiou among the societies 
and that it did this in three ways: (1) The Board of Directors is a 
forum of the societies' to interact, (2) NEWS from CAST reports on 
joint activities undertaken by the societies through CAST, and (3) the 
newsletter exchange provides a mechanism for direct inter-society 
communication. It was moved that the newsletter exchange be continued 
for those societies with newsletters, with the amendment that they be 
98 
sent to the chief operating officer of the member societies. 
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Membership in CAST, which translates into financial resources for 
its programs, was a primary concern of Black, each of the Presidents, 
and the Board throughout the 1974-1975 period. 
Becker reported at the February 1974 meeting that CAST had 13 sup­
porting members and 1,190 individual members, and three organizations 
had made grants. Black had maintained contact with eighty corporations 
since the CAST-Industry Conference in Moline, had written to 100 trade 
99 
associations, and sent a mailing to 22,000 scientists. 
Cowan gave top priority to seeking and obtaining more corporate 
and trade association n:emberships.Black had resisted the Board's 
attempts to take on the membership solicitation activities^^^ as he 
did not consider this to be "the real work of CAST" for which he was 
102 
best qualified. He later explained to the Board that he had willingly 
borne the load because of his conviction of the great importance of 
the work, citing a translation of a German motto, "What one cannot 
103 
avoid, one must willingly bear." 
To complete the membership renewal tor 1974, Black asked each 
member of the Board to write personal letters to a group of the de­
linquent members. Each Board member was sent a group of mailing 
labels along with suggestions for the basic message they should 
write.At least six of them sent samples of their letters to 
Black.Only McCracken, now the Associate Administrator of the 
USDA'S Agricultural Research Service, felt it necessary to decline 
because of his official position. 
The effort was so successful that Cowan asked each Board member 
to take on the responsibility for membership solicitation. A motion 
288 
was passed for each Board member to bring in one new supporting member 
during 1974.^^^ 
At the October 1974 Executive Committee meeting, Black reported 
there were now 25 supporting members providing $51,200 annually, plus 
six grants amounting to $6,040, and 20 sustaining members whose fees 
1 no 
were $1,600. 
The Executive Committee was quite active in soliciting memberships. 
Cardon had brought in the American National Cattlemen's Association, 
the National Livestock Feeders Association, and the American Feed 
Manufacturers Association. Howes successfully solicited the National 
Turkey Federation, the Northeastern Poultry Producers Council, the 
Southeastern Poultry and Egg Association, the Virginia Poultry Federa-
109 
tien, and the Virginia State Feed Association. Cowan had set an 
example for the Board by making contacts with companies and associations 
enroute home from a CAST meeting. 
By the end of his term. Cowan noted that while adequate financial 
support continued to be the prime limiting factor in the operation, 
CAST had reached a stage in its evolution where it could do some forward 
President Howes picked up the theme. In one of his first messages 
to the Board he wrote : "This year we must increase our income from 
supporting memberships, sustaining memberships and individual member­
ships if we are to effectively carry forward the aims of CAST." He 
appointed each Board member to serve on a Membership Committee. He 
concluded: "We now have a product to sell — other than the Vision and 
112 
Faith Philosophy of the past. CAST has now proven itself.'" 
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As CAST gained experience in its resource development and informa­
tion dissemination activities, it modified some of its procedures and 
regulations. The Board, in February 1974, authorized the Executive 
Committee to make adjustments in the fees for supporting members to 
overcome an apparent inequity in that the same $1,000 fee applied for 
113 
organizations with annual sales of $5,000,000 up to $50,000,000. 
Howes proposed and the Executive Committee adopted for 1975 a three-
level scale for that bracket of supporting members: $5,000,000 to 
$10,000,000 sales, $375; $10,000,000 to $25,000,000 sales, $750; 
and $25,000,000 to $50,000,000 sales, $1,000.^^^ 
It was not until July 1975 that the Board developed a policy of 
publication of the list of supporting and sustaining members. At that 
time such publication was authorized in NEWS from CAST along with an 
explanation of the relation of each category of membership to the 
corporation.Black outlined the issue. Publication of the institu­
tional members would give public recognition to their support as well 
as evidence that such memberships are public knowledge. On the other 
hand, he described instances in which such information was used in news 
articles in attempts to discredit CAST reports.The lists were 
published in the September 1975 issue of NEWS from CAST under the head­
line, "Members and Their Role."^^^ 
A subscriber membership classification for libraries and other 
information centers was authorized by the Executive Committee in October 
X18 119 
1974 and incorporated into the bylaws by the Board in July 1975. 
The annual fee was set at $25 in the U.S., Canada, and Mexico, and $35 
elsewhere, and provided for copies of all CAST publications as they 
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were issued. The subscribers were not considered to be making a 
financial contribution to the activities of CAST nor did they have 
any participation in its governance. 
As an aid in soliciting corporate and trade association member­
ships, the Board authorized Black to distribute NEWS from CAST with-
121 
out charge to the representatives of companies being contacted. 
In addition to according CAST the favorable 501(c)(3) tax-
exempt status, the Internal Revenue Service in December 1974 verified 
that CAST was a public — not private — foundation. This permitted 
donors to deduct their dues payments from their taxable income. Black 
reported. For most corporate members, he wrote, this meant that their 
CAST supporting membership cost only fifty cents for each dollar in-
. ^ 122 
vested. 
Black attempted to keep the Board fully informed of his member­
ship solicitation activities. For example, at the February 1975 
meeting he presented a detailed report which began with the statement 
that "although almost all our income is derived from members, our 
members don't owe us a cent. Each year we must remind them that their 
123 
membership payment is payable January 1." For the 1975 renewal he 
had personally signed a letter to each member. The letters to sup­
porting and sustaining members had been individually typed. Stamped 
self-addressed envelopes had been enclosed for individual members to 
124 
encourage their prompt response. 
During 1974 he had sent a solicitation to about 30,000 scientists 
on mailing lists of workers in the U.S. Department of Agriculture and 
the Land-Grant universities and state experiment stations. The response 
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had been poor; he believed the resulting new members had not paid the 
expenses of the mailing. The income from individual memberships, $10 
annually, was small and required a lot of work. Nevertheless, he 
said, "it is important because it represents our grass-roots support 
125 
from the agricultural science community." 
Likewise, trade associations were not a lucrative source of in­
come in themselves, but they frequently promoted CAST to their members 
through internal publications, which could lead to new supporting member­
ships. The National Agricultural Chemicals Association was an example 
of this type of influence. Black said. He also secured the use of 
some trade association membership mailing lists, and this proved to 
126 
be an important source of a substantial amount of money. 
The direct mail solicitation approach continued to dominate the 
CAST resource development work through 1975. Solicitations to corpora-
127 
tions were sometimes individually typewritten, and on other occasions 
were printed to appear typewritten so the salutation could be 
128 
as CAST did not have automatic typing equipment. This was to come in 
129 
early 1976. Some of the solicitation letters were written to ap­
peal directly to the industry, such as companies in the agricultural 
chemical business. A 1975 letter of this type referred to CAST as a 
public relations vehicle, told of the multidisciplinary task force 
process, and described some of the recent reports of interest to the 
agricultural chemicals industry. It concluded with an explanation of 
130 
the tax-exempt status of CAST and the benefits of membership. 
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The following is the text of a letter prepared in November 1975 
for a wider audience: 
CAST is a grass-roots organization developed by agricul­
tural scientists to help meet the great need for facts about 
agriculture on the national scene. CAST has now produced 
almost 50 reports for the U.S. Congress, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, the Food and Drug Administration, the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the Bureau of Land 
Management. Except for those submitted to the Environmental 
Protection Agency, most of the reports were developed at the 
request of the organizations named. A list of documents 
completed and in preparation is enclosed. 
CAST'S reports cover the complete range of agriculture. 
Projects are carried out by select multidisciplinary groups 
of scientists who are knowledgeable in the subject matter in 
question. See the enclosures for examples. 
CAST is a publicly supported foundation. As a result, our 
information does not have to carry the onus of self-interest. 
In the financial sense, agricultural science neither profits 
nor loses if a particular product sells or not. Our informa­
tion thus has a unique value in the minds of many recipients. 
Corporations whose products and services are sound know that 
the facts are generally in their favor. The current members 
on the attached list probably support us for these reasons 
because we provide no direct services except copies of 
publications. 
Because moneys paid to CAST are tax-deductible the net cost 
of each dollar to supporting members is far less than a 
dollar. Moreover, each dollar is multiplied several fold 
by other sources, including the payments by scientific 
society members and the subsidy supplied by employers of 
persons who take part in the work of our task forces. The 
employers (mostly universities and USDA) pay the salaries 
of task force participants. CAST pays only the travel and 
subsistence expenses. CAST's only paid employee is a 
secretary. 
Your membership in CAST will entitle you to name two repre­
sentatives who will receive all CAST publications, including 
the newsletter (NEWS from CAST), and who will have the 
privilege of voting on nominees to represent the individual 
members on the board of directors. We think your membership 
in CAST will be to our mutual advantage, and we hope you 
will take this opportunity to complete and return the en­
closed membership blank. 
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For additional information, please see the enclosures or 
give me a collect call at 515-294-2036.^31 
Black's efforts, coupled with those of the Executive Committee, 
were quite successful. By the end of 1975 he could report there were 
1,112 individual members, 40 supporting members, 39 sustaining members, 
and 13 subscriber members. A significant number of these had joined 
in the past six months: 46 individuals, 5 supporting, 9 sustaining, 
132 
and 8 subscriber members. 
Inquiries for publications or information about CAST generally 
received a personal letter from Black as a response, including a 
status report of those CAST activities of particular interest to 
the«."3 
While the membership roles were expanding as CAST became established 
and its credibility was being recognized, the majority of companies 
did not respond favorably. Kraft Foods, for example, was not able to 
lend financial support because "We have too many other commitments. 
Other companies suggested they were already represented : 
Our reasoning is largely based on the fact that we already 
have good representation in the Council. We are members 
of four groups that are members of CAST, specifically, the 
Fertilizer Institute, the National Fertilizer Solutions As­
sociation, the Potash Institute of North American and the 
Sulphur Institute. I'm sure you are aware of the fact that 
we are asked to join many different organizations, and we 
feel we must be careful about the number of associations we 
join.135 
In this particular instance. Black responded by pointing out that "your 
support of CAST through this organization [the Fertilizer Institute] 
136 is of the order of $1 per year." He frequently replied to those 
form-letter turn-downs such as received in 1973 from the Caterpillar 
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Tractor Company and 1975 from Curtice-Burns, Inc. to the effect 
that they would not support CAST as "We try to distribute our limited 
funds for such purposes in an equitable fashion consistent with 
139 
corporate objectives and the relative priorities of the causes." 
These were almost certain to get a letter stating, "Let me give you an 
example to illustrate the connection between what we are doing and 
matters of direct concern to your company. 
The trend toward industrial conglomerates occasionally proved to 
be a barrier to CAST membership, as in the instance of Funk Seeds 
International: "Since we are now a wholly owned company of CIBA-
GEIGY Corporation and since they are listed as a supporting member, 
141 
it seems that an additional membership would be a duplication." 
Though primary fund raising attention was placed on memberships, 
early in 1975 there was an attempt to secure a foundation grant for 
CAST. Late in 1974 there was an exchange of correspondence between 
CAST and the Charles F. Kettering Foundation about that group's 
1A2 
interests in the world food problem."' This led to an invitation from 
the Kettering Foundation for CAST "to consider preparing reports for 
our Science and Technology Granting Mission on the enclosed Questions 
143 
of Current Interest on the World Food Supply." The Executive Com­
mittee proposed that a small committee of the Board prepare a proposal 
for the Kettering Foundation for a report on the future requirements 
144 
of energy in agriculture. Before the committee could be appointed, 
145 
the Kettering Foundation wrote to say it had narrowed its focus 
to climatic change effects on food production. The Executive Committee 
146 
decided not to develop a proposal on the new topic. Black ended 
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the exchange, declining the opportunity to submit a proposal: "We 
are barely able to keep up with the matters that require immediate 
attention, and, having received no request from Congress for informa-
147 
tion on climatic change, we have decided to pass it by." 
By the end of 1975, Black had developed a substantial base of 
support for CAST as well as considerable experience in direct mail 
solicitation. It was the foundation for significant growth in the 
subsequent years. 
As CAST became institutionalized, its relationships with other 
organizations concerned with agriculture and agricultural science took 
on new perspectives. Black, Cowan, and Howes, during their presidencies, 
each worked to achieve good rapport with these groups. 
The elected leaders and principal staff members of ARI, AIBS and 
ACA often were invited to attend CAST meetings. Mr. Paul Truitt, 
Executive Secretary of ARI, attended the February 1974 Board meeting 
to give a status report on the reorganization of ARI.^^° Howes attended 
an ARI meeting during the spring, then Truitt sat in on part of the 
149 
July 1974 CAST Board meeting. The Executive Committee met October 
1974 in Denver at the time of the ARI annual meeting in order to confer 
with ARI leaders. The ARI President, Dr. Thomas J. Army, the President-
Elect, Dr. Richard J. Aldrich, and Truitt met with the Executive Com­
mittee. Both organizations gave reports on their activities and empha­
sized that the two groups could work together. 
Truitt again attended the CAST Board meeting in February 1975.^^^ 
There were periodic exchanges of correspondence, as Howe's letter to 
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then ARI President Aldrich, which emphasized CAST efforts to improve 
communication among professional organizations and societies of agricul­
ture, and urged ARI to do so, too. He specifically endorsed proposals 
to invite society presidents to ARI's annual meeting and to send the 
152 
ARI newsletter to the society presidents. At the July 1975 Board 
meeting, Mahlstede, who was also an ARI member, encouraged the societies 
to be represented at the ARI meeting. Cowan expressed the opinion 
that in the instances of organizational relationships, the need for 
153 
education and liaison is never satisfied. 
Relationships with ARI were to continue to strengthen in 1976 with 
McCracken, Board Member for SSSA for many years, serving as the ARI 
President. ARI was one of four organizations invited in August 1977 
154 
to name ex officio representatives to the CAST Board. As his term 
as SSSA representative was ending, McCracken was appointed by ARI 
to be its first ex officio representative 
Several attempts were made to work more closely with the Agricul­
tural Council of America, but while the two had some mutual iriteirests 
there was not much opportunity for cooperative ventures . The ACA 
Executive Director, Mr. Allen Paul, made a presentation on the 
organization and its activities at the July 1975 Board meeting. Howes 
expressed the hope that ACA and CAST could keep in touch and cooperate 
whenever feasible, but nothing significant developed through 1975.^^^ 
The Board for Agriculture and Renewable Resources (BARR) was the 
successor to the Agriculture Board of the National Academy of Sciences-
National Resource Council. Though it had been an Agriculture Board-
sponsored task force meeting that had spawned CAST, there was little 
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continuing relationship except of a very general nature. Cowan and 
Black were invited to attend the BARR meeting in Washington on April 1, 
1974. The primary benefit to them appeared to be contacts made with 
representatives of FDA and EPA who also attended.An NAS staff 
member associated with BARR attended a briefing on CAST at the June 
I C O  
1974 Board meeting. Howes attended the April 1975 BARR meeting, 
159 
as CAST representative. 
The National Industry-State Agricultural Research Council (NISARC) 
invited CAST to make two presentations in 1974. Black spoke to them 
on February 14,^^^ and Crosby did so on October 9.^^^ Again, there 
was a continuing exchange of information between CAST and NISARC 
representatives, some of whom had close ties with CAST, but there were 
no cooperative activities. 
Probably the most threatening element to CAST's development continued 
to be the American Institute of Biological Sciences. AIBS administrative 
matters were disrupted early in 1974 by the death of Olive, the Executive 
Director, and a move to new office space, it had also committed itself 
to a $30,000 annual salary range for a Public Responsibilities Representa-
162 
tive which was viewed by some as a response to the creation of CAST. 
The Acting Executive Director accepted the invitation to sit in on the 
163 
June 1974 Board meeting in Washington, and the new Public Responsi­
bilities Director, Mr. A. Jack Grimes, attended the February 1975 
164 
meeting. Black and Grimes met for three hours after the Board meeting, 
during which Grimes suggested CAST become an affiliate of AIBS.^^^ An 
AIBS Public Responsibilities Committee began functioning, looking for 
topics to pursue, but gave little consideration to CAST in this 
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Grimes did solicit Black's comments on the proposed policy process. 
statement on the AIBS Public Responsibilities service, especially 
the outline of operational procedures. 
Black invited Grimes to attend the July 1975 CAST Board meeting 
to present his proposal for CAST affiliation with AIBS. 168 The new AIBS 
Executive Director, Dr. Richard Trumbull, replied to Black's letter, 
noting that "There are those who tell me that had AIBS been responsive 
to the agricultural community there would have been no need for CAST." 
He described his conception of the role of CAST for agriculture and of 
the bigger role of AIBS for all of biology, then gave his approval to 
the proposal for CAST affiliate membership in AIBS. He concluded by 
saying he would be pleased to join Grimes at the CAST Board meeting. 
Black circulated the AIBS correspondence to the Board^^^ with a four-
page memo he wrote to the Executive Committee analyzing the situation. 
He doubted the CAST Board would be interested in the proposal for af­
filiation with AIBS, but was unable to discern the reason for AIBS 
interest in CAST beyond a way to develop better connections with agricul­
ture. He urged no action be taken on any proposal from AIBS at the 
It was Trumbull who represented AIBS at the CAST Board meeting. 
He met first with the Executive Committee, presenting background on AIBS 
and its services, then discussed informally how the two organizations 
might work together. Trumbull suggested cooperation similar to that 
AIBS had with the Federation of American Societies of Experimental Biology 
172 (FASEB) and the affiliate membership, which was $50 annually. He 
made a similar presentation to the Board, but made no mention of affiliate 
meeting. 171 
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membership. There was an extended discussion period in which Trumbull 
clarified his general remarks. After Trumbull left the meeting, the 
Board agreed to work toward a loose liaison with AIBS rather than a 
formal relationship, and to look for some trial topic on which the 
. ^ 173 
two might cooperate. 
Black initiated the attempt to improve communications with AIBS 
by writing Trumbull about the CAST plans for a press release to counter 
an anticipated news conference by the Scientists Institute for Public 
Information on the use of herbicides for military purposes in Vietnam. 
He used this example to describe CAST's capacity for maximum flexibility 
174 
to respond to needs. As a further gesture of cooperation, he 
channeled through Grimes a list of names of persons qualified in 
agricultural science to testify on hearings on food and agriculture 
research and development of the House Committee on Science and Tech-
1 175 
nology. 
Black continued to send Trumbull frequent reports of CAST 
1 76 
activities, but the affiliation with AIBS passed from view. In­
terestingly, the first substantive initiative was taken by CAST, the 
invitation for AIBS to have an ex officio member on the Board. Clearly, 
CAST had established itself for AIBS promptly accepted. 
As CAST was developing, there were more relationships being es­
tablished. 
White-Stevens introduced Black to the Accuracy in Media (AIM) 
178 
movement, and Black sent information about CAST. AIM's purpose was 
to monitor publications and programs for fairness and accuracy. Its 
orientation was decidedly conservative, with its favorite and continuing 
300 
target being the Eastern liberal media. Most subscribers are believed 
to be supporters of AIM, though some are journalists, academicians, 
179 
and media buffs. 
Black made early contact with the Congressional Office of Technology 
180 
Assessment as it was being established late in 1973. When it ap­
peared that OTA would give major consideration to food and agriculture. 
Black compiled a list of 60 scientists in eleven disciplines for considera­
tion for a task force to develop a list of problems likely to be en-
181 
countered in the topic. Other information was forwarded to OTA 
during the spring and early summer of 1974 as the agency was being 
formed. 
Black attended a meeting at OTA on April 26, 1974, to take part in 
a discussion on the agricultural information system in the United States. 
Following the meeting, the OTA Director, Mr. Emilio G. Daddario, asked 
Black to discuss the development of the food advisory panel, and the 
182 OTA's interest in protein. Cowan was expected to be named to the 
advisory panel. 
More information, including CAST reports, was sent to OTA, but no 
cooperative activity ever developed as OTA did not go in the direction 
184 
originally expected. 
Relationships with the administrators of the colleges of agricul­
ture of the Land-Grant universities were given attention in 1974 and 
1975, for these were important in securing the participation of their 
faculty members on task forces. Though they had been on a CAST mailing 
list almost from the first, it was difficult to keep it current and 
complete. For example, Howes learned at the October 1974 meeting with 
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ARI that Dean H. 0. Kunkel of Texas A6M University had not been receiving 
185 
information about CAST. A check with Black indicated that somehow 
Kunkel's name was not included, and the error was quickly corrected. 
Howes took advantage of the opportunity to report to Kunkel on 
the involvement of Texas A6M staff members in CAST: Butler and Fowler 
were members of the Board of Directors, representing ASAS, and at least 
six persons had served on task forces. He sent Kunkel a list of the 
task force reports and copies of the first four issues of NEWS from 
CAST, plus an invitation to become an individual member. Howes 
acknowledged Kunkel's interest and support, then concluded a letter 
with an expression that had application to all deans of agriculture, 
'Ve want you to be fully aware of all the efforts and activities of 
CAST and hope you will let us know any way in which we may more ade­
quately serve the interests of agricultural science and the welfare 
1 07 
of the Nation." 
Early in 1975 CAST became involved in an organizational relation­
ship problem of a different nature — the creation ol a new scientific 
society. Dr. Cleve A. I. Goring, Director of Plant Science Research 
and Development, Ag-Organics Department of Dow Chemical, U.S.A. had 
written an editorial proposing a pesticide scientific society. His 
colleague and CAST Board member. Dr. Keith Barrons, forwarded the 
idea to Black with the suggestion that CAST might assist the develop­
ment of the organization. Black circulated the editorial to the 
188 
Board without mentioning who had sent it to him. This was to 
189 
avoid the possibility of biasing the consideration of the issue. 
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The Board discussed the proposal for about twenty minutes at its 
190 
February 1975 meeting, with Barrons the only one supporting the idea. 
Others pointed out that the American Society for Testing and Materials 
had committees developing standards for testing pesticides, one of the 
functions proposed for the new group. The basic point against the 
plan appeared to be the possibility that it might encourage fractionaliza-
191 
tion of existing societies. The consensus was that CAST should not 
encourage the establishing of a new pesticide society for as "an 
organization created by, and for the benefit of, the existing scientific 
societies, CAST must work with these societies and must attempt to add 
192 
something positive to what the societies can do on their own." 
CAST rather quickly became recognized as a source of accurate 
information about agricultural science, so was called upon to provide 
materials on a broader scale and to develop relationships with other 
organizations. 
The Science and Technology Division of the National Referral 
Center of the Library of Congress in March 1974 asked CAST to register 
as part of a "continuing inventory of information sources that can 
193 
serve American scientists." Black promptly responded as requested. 
At the suggestion of Dr. S. R. Aldrich of the University of 
Illinois, Black sent a letter to the Council on Environmental Quality, 
194 
a federal agency, to introduce CAST and its services. 
The Institute of Ecology (TIE) invited Howes and Cowan to a 
meeting at its Washington office to discuss the two organizations and 
195 
possible cooperative activities. Howes was invited to speak to a 
TIE meeting in mid-April. After this TIE asked CAST assistance in 
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getting support from the Kettering Foundation for a research project. 
The Board determined only that it was desirable to participate in 
organizations such as this in order to maintain good relations and 
promote sound programs, especially concerning agriculture. 
Though Cowan, Howes, Black and others continued to speak and meet 
with societies about potential membership in CAST (as has been re­
ported) , their public appearances began to shift toward more emphasis 
on talks before nonsociety groups about the status and activities of 
the new organization. Several talks were made before ARI and NISARC. 
Reference to some of these invitations indicates the scope of interest 
in CAST that was developing. Black spoke on January 9, 1974 on "Im­
proving Public Attitudes toward Agriculture" to the 1974 Beltwide Cotton 
197 
Production-Mechanization Conference in Dallas." 
Cowan spoke to the Industrial Division of WSSA at their national 
198 
meeting in February 1974. The abstract of his remarks is a good 
summary of his view of CAST at that time : 
Cast is a Board of Directors. CAST is not a society. 
It does not hold annual meetings for the presentation of 
papers. CAST works through task forces. During the 
past year many task forces have been established. People 
who serve on these task forces are scientists from the 
ranks of the many agricultural professional societies, such 
as the WSSA. When CAST does something "for" the member 
societies, the job is done by the society members through 
CAST. CAST has established an organization to handle the 
liaison on the national scene. It has prestige associated 
with the numbers of society members. It has the ability to 
broaden the coverage of subject matter beyond that in a 
given society. Two Projects which are of prime interest 
to WSSA during the past year have been the Pesticide Report 
to the Nation in Chicago on October 24, 1973 and the distribu­
tion of the first edition of the Directory of Environmental 
Scientists in Agriculture. 
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Cowan presented a special seminar to the Washington State University 
agricultural faculty on the mission of CAST and the role of agricultural 
scientists in environmental programs. This was followed by a number 
of departmental meetings where he discussed specific problems, such as 
animal wastes, food processing wastes, pesticides, rural economic and 
social problems, and runoff, erosion, and sediment problems. 
CAST'S involvement in seeking to apply science to public policy­
making as it involved agricultural chemicals attracted the attention 
of industry groups. Black was invited to make a presentation to the 
Board of Directors of the National Agricultural Chemicals Association 
in July 1975. While he believed that he apparently had put one man 
to sleep, the others seemed alert and that the questions following the 
201 
talk had been most gratifying. Two months later Black made a 
report on CAST to the Midwest Agricultural Chemicals Association, 
followed a few weeks later by a talk to the Extension-Industry Soil 
909 
Fertility Workshop. 
Cowan spoke on CAST at the University of Wisconsin, white Black 
addressed department heads and other agriculture college administrators 
203 
at the University of Missouri. CAST and its activities were pre-
204 
sented to the Oregon Water Resources group by Cowan. Howes dis­
cussed CAST at the annual exposition of the Northeastern Poultry 
205 
Producers Council in October 1975. 
The scientific community was accepting CAST, and especially recog­
nizing Black's role in its development. In November 1974, Black was 
elected to a four-year term as a Member-at-Large of the Section 0 
305 
(Agriculture) of the prestigious American Association for the Advance-
206 
ment of Science (AAAS). A year later he was elected an AAAS Fellow 
207 
after nomination from Section 0. 
The most significant indicator of Black's achievement through 
CAST was recognized in November 1976 with the Edward W. Browning 
Achievement Award for distinguished international achievement in the 
208 
improvement of food sources. His nomination had been made by two 
member societies, the American Society of Animal Science and the 
209 
American Forage and Grassland Council. 
The award citation described his contributions through CAST: 
Charles A. Black has spent most of his professional life 
encouraging things to grow. Not the least of his ac­
complishments has been the insemination and cultivation 
of CAST — the most important collective body of associa­
tions involved in food research in America today. "Hie 
acronym stands for Council for Agricultural Science and 
Technology. Eighteen societies belong. Its purpose: To 
protect mankind from future starvation. 
A colleague writes, "While much of agriculture fretted 
about a general lack of understanding for the contributions 
made through modern agricultural science. Dr. Black stepped 
forward to form a Council for Agricultural Science and 
Technology, unique in its role in society today, the recog­
nized leader and spokesman for agricultural science and 
technology." 
If to be forewarned is to be forearmed. Dr. Black has added 
significantly to the world's arsenal of defense against 
future starvation. Early on. Dr. Black perceived that the 
problem is of such magnitude as to require the dedicated 
efforts of many disciplines. CAST represents his dream 
of drawing them together.210 
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CHAPTER X. 
"CAST DESERVES PRAISE"^ 
An evaluation of the first years of the Council for Agricultural 
Science and Technology must conclude that the agricultural scientists 
who established it were successful in reaching their basic goals. This 
has been summarized in an editorial, "CAST deserves praise," in 
Weeds Today early in 1977, by Gale Buchanan, a president of one member 
society and the Board representative of yet another: 
The Council for Agricultural Science and Technology, 
better known as CAST, is one of the most significant 
developments on the agricultural scene in this century. 
While relatively new and still developing, it has already 
made many timely and important contributions to both agricul­
ture and the nonagricultural public. And it has not even 
remotely approached its full potential.% 
Buchanan identified three reasons for his "unqualified optimism 
for the continued success of CAST:" (1) the composition of CAST en­
sures that each question under consideration is studied from all 
scientific points, (2) the scientific approach taken by CAST to en­
sure that the best brain power available is focused on a given problem, 
and (3) C. A. Black, whose untiring efforts have provided the spark 
3 
and set the tone of CAST. 
The innovation of CAST is difficult to identify beyond a generaliza­
tion that it was an idea whose time had come and which was supported by 
the right mix of people. The concept of more adequate representation for 
agricultural science before the nation's decision-makers was not new. 
At least two plans of the Land-Grant colleges were in various stages of 
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development in 1970 (the National Academy of Agricultural Sciences and 
a Washington office for the colleges of agriculture). Many of the 
scientific societies were affiliated with the American Institute of 
Biological Sciences which claimed to adequately represent them, but 
did not really become active in behalf of agriculture until CAST was 
effectively launched. A major achievement of CAST is that it has suc­
ceeded in spite of active opposition from AIBS and with moderate criticism 
from some Land-Grant college administrators. 
According to Kolmer, and a number of others, CAST succeeded because 
of Black's sensitivities. Other institutions, such as the Land-Grant 
universities could not have created "a CAST" because of their rigidity; 
they were too bound by previous commitments and the dominance of 
individuals. Such groups often become institutional gatherings with 
4 
their output being at the lowest common denominator. 
The Planning Committee that was appointed in December 1970 at the 
close of the meeting of the Task Force on the Role of Agricultural 
Scientific Societies had high standards firmly in mind, and they moved 
quickly to put them into action while the interest was alive. 
The planning group represented a broad range of important agricul­
tural science societies, but these men were scientists, not managers. 
They were known and respected in their disciplines, but were little 
known elsewhere. They scarcely knew each other personally, but were 
drawn together by a need to solve a common problem. Their backgrounds 
and experiences were what was needed at the time to mold the innovation 
of an independent association of the agricultural science societies. 
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Operating under the leadership of Black, the Committee developed 
a plan that has proven to be a solid operational framework. They based 
CAST on the agricultural and food science societies, but realized that 
additional financial resources would be needed to make it a viable 
entity. They placed ceilings on the amount of money that could be ac­
cepted from any one company, while successfully maintaining full 
control with the member societies alone. 
From outward appearances, CAST does not look much different than 
dozens of public interest lobbying groups. This has caused difficulties 
with newspaper writers and broadcasters, and some political leaders, 
who do not understand the role of science in our society, nor perceive 
how this influence can cause CAST to be unique in any significant way. 
Even some of the agricultural societies were suspicious at first, 
but most of them were quick to comprehend the possibilities of the new 
group, and worked to help shape these ideas into a working organization. 
Other societies have followed along as they have observed CAST establish 
itself. 
While CAST is definitely the child of the Planning Committee, it 
is also the result of careful consultation with the various societies 
The development of the concept was the result of a very democratic 
procedure in which there was a high degree of involvement by everyone 
who had reason to take part and took the initiative to do so. CAST is 
a creation of the societies, not merely an idea which they were asked 
to subscribe to and to finance. 
In addition to being a well-thought out organizational structure, 
CAST from the beginning was identified with a basic objective of getting 
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accurate information on agricultural science to national decision­
makers when they need it. The leadership of CAST has tended to closely 
follow this rather narrow course. Deviations from the main path have 
tended to be short-lived. This has helped to earn CAST its reputation 
for scientific credibility and quick response. 
Other organizations can and do perform missions similar to CAST, 
but none seem to do it in the same manner and with the same success. 
The National Academy of Science produces excellent reports, but they 
tend to be voluminous and to be a long time in preparation. CAST has 
met a need by providing decision-makers with factual information in a 
relatively short time — from a few hours to a few weeks. 
CAST specializes in agricultural science. It makes no effort to 
compete with organizations serving other fields of interest, except as 
they may have potential impact on agriculture. This is a unique 
specialization coupled with a valuable flexibility. 
Other organizations use task forces to bring together scientists to 
prepare policy papers and statements. The CAST system of task forces has 
added strength to the concept. CAST pays them nothing, only expenses 
if requested. This eliminates a form of conflict of interest that is 
present, for example, in the advisory panels assembled by many government 
agencies. 
CAST has no policy bias, for its only reason for being is to present 
factual statements about the scientific facts of selected situations. 
CAST has made no effort to meet production goals, i.e., to issue a 
specified number of documents in a year. Issues are studied and reports 
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issued only when the governing group believes they are of importance to 
agriculture and that CAST can make an effective contribution. 
CAST is not widely known outside its own circle, and this, too, is 
by design. Resources that might go into institutional promotion in 
other organizations are conserved for program uses in CAST. 
It is difficult to specify just how CAST has been effective, ex­
cept in the most general way. As it does not have a statement of 
policies, there is no means of measuring its effectiveness in achieving 
those goals. By comparison, a lobby group may gauge its effectiveness 
by its ability to promote or frustrate the passage of specific pieces 
of legislation. While CAST has on occasion been put in the position of 
seeming to be an adversary on a bill or proposed rule, its concern is 
with the scientific validity of what is proposed. Its reports questioning 
regulations banning various agricultural chemicals are directed at 
the lack of scientific evidence for such actions. It is doubtful, for 
example, that CAST would be able to produce a report that would be 
favorable to tobacco interests. 
There are some ways in which an educational organization as CAST 
can be measured, especially over the perspective of several years of 
operation.^ 
First, how is the innovation viewed by its constituency, in this 
case, the agricultural and food science societies? There were nine 
member societies when it was incorporated in May 1972. This number had 
grown to 17 by the end of 1975. Early in 1978 it had reached 23. This 
indicated a steady growth, and it is likely to continue though at a slower 
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pace as there are fewer societies eligible for membership. That societies 
large and small continue to join seems to prove that in their judgment 
CAST is successful and that their member-scientists want to be as­
sociated with it. There is a financial commitment which for many-
groups is a major decision. 
Some societies have decided not to join, but as nearly as can be 
determined, this has not been a criticism of the purpose nor operation 
of CAST but rather a belief by the various societies that they did not 
fit in or that CAST was outside their scope of interest (i.e., agricul­
ture was not a major concern of its members). The slowness of some 
societies to join (even though they were represented in the early 
planning groups) seems to have been due to their internal decision­
making processes rather than significant reluctance to be a part of a 
multidisciplinary group. 
Equally important is the fact that no scientific societies have 
withdrawn from CAST once they have voted to request membership and 
been accepted by the Board of Directors. 
Thus it may be accepted that CAST has established a favorable 
reputation among agricultural and food science societies of signifi­
cance and importance. There is no other such major multidisciplinary 
organization in agricultural science. 
Second, how successful has the innovation been in attracting 
financial support, even though it provides no direct services to the 
contributors nor does it allow them a voice in governance? 
CAST received its first corporate funding in January 1973. Sup­
port of the agribusiness sector was built on a firm base in the 1973-
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1975 period, and has rapidly expanded since that time. This has 
significance because these memberships provide funds to CAST on the 
basis of faith in its proven credibility and anticipated performance. 
At the end of three years, CAST had reached a level of 40 supporting 
members for an annual income of about $65,000. In the following two 
years, the income figure nearly doubled and there were 80 supporting 
members.^ The income in this classification did not increase as fast 
as the number of members because of a deliberate policy of the Board 
to attract more smaller agribusiness firms. 
Resource development is often slow, and a long-term investment 
of time and effort. Early in 1976 there were two important indicators 
of the growing importance of CAST to the agribusiness sector. 
One of the two Secretaries of Agriculture who had declined to 
speak to the CAST-Industry meeting in Moline in 1973 was Dr. Clifford 
M. Hardin, who had left the US DA a few weeks before that date to be­
come Vice Chairman of the Ralston Purina Company. He had turned down 
the invitation because, on the basis of his recent experience, one 
thing that he believed was not needed was another lobby in Washington. 
By July 1976 he recognized that CAST was doing a good job and that 
his fears had not proven out. He was instrumental in securing a grant 
for CAST from his company.^ 
Dr. D. W. Beadles, Vice President, Research & Development of 
Farmland Industries, Inc., had attended the Moline meeting, and he, 
too, had a negative attitude toward the fledgling group. He was 
largely responsible for Farmland not joining CAST, but by May 1976 
he was willing to admit he had been wrong. He took the leadership 
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in bringing Farmland Industries to supporting membership in May 
1976.® 
There has been an even more dramatic increase in the number of 
sustaining members, which includes trade associations, producer groups, 
and other nonprofit institutions. There were less than 40 of these at 
9 
the end of 1975, and early in 1978 the figure had reached 118. With­
in this group it is significant to note a wide range of agricultural 
and food interests on state, regional, and national levels. 
The annual "drop out" of the supporting and sustaining members 
has been minimal, further indicating a commitment to the work of CAST. 
This has provided CAST with a needed base of financial support, as 
well as a broadly defined membership list. 
The individual memberships in CAST were the first outside (non-
member societies) sources of income sought by the CAST leadership. 
They rather quickly secured about 1,100 to 1,200 individual members, 
and this level was maintained for several years. In 1977 there were 
a number of solicicacions among the members of several of the member 
societies which increased CAST's membership to about 2,500 individuals.^ 
The increased willingness of individuals to become CAST members 
seems to be a result of its proven credibility in the eyes of scientists 
and of their desire to be more active in public affairs activities. 
They also have increased interest in knowing about CAST documents. 
As CAST reports have received more recognition in the public press 
and in scientific journals, some persons have joined who might be 
considered on the fringe of CAST's normal zone of influence or 
interest. This, too, is evidence of the scope of CAST activities. 
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which includes a wide definition of factors affecting agricultural 
production. 
This has been carried over into the desire of libraries and other 
information centers to keep CAST documents available for their patrons. 
There were 86 subscriber members early in 1978.^^ Most of these are 
university libraries, but also included are business and research 
libraries, international agricultural development organizations, and 
foreign embassies. This seems to be further evidence of the growing 
importance of CAST reports to researchers, scholars and others con­
cerned with agricultural science. 
CAST may be evaluated on the basis of the reception given its 
publications by their intended audiences — usually government decision­
makers who are outside the agricultural science community. The Board 
of Directors creates a task force when it believes there is an im­
mediate need to provide factual information on the science of a critical 
issue. The time span may be from a few hours to several weeks; rarely 
does it go on for a year. A critical issue is one in which there is a 
pending governmental action, such as new legislation or the preparation 
of regulations to implement legislation. Most often this is at the 
federal level, but may be at the state or regional levels when it is 
thought that actions taken there may have national impact. 
In the first few years, few agencies asked CAST to make reports. 
Most studies were reactions to special needs. In fact, some government 
agencies appeared to resent the apparent meddling intrusion by 
scientists in the decision-making process. As CAST earned a reputation 
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for presenting factual information without a bias (beyond a bias for 
agricultural science), there have been increasing numbers of requests 
for it to conduct studies. For example, Report No. 62, "Fire Ant 
Control," was prepared in 1976 in response to a request of the U.S. 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry at a time when it was 
studying alternative methods of control of the fire ant in the south-
12 
eastern states. At about the same time, the same Committee re-
13 
quested a CAST report on "Soil and Water Conservation Oversight." 
The acceptance of CAST documents by Congressional leaders is 
generally quite positive, though sometimes difficult to evaluate be­
cause CAST is not recommending specific actions. 
Senator Herman E. Talmadge of Georgia, Chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture, wrote to Black in 1975 about the CAST report 
on "Ruminants as Food Producers — Now and for the Future:" 
This report is very timely and will prove valuable to the 
Committee in meeting some of the challenges and charges 
being mounted against the American livestock industry. 
I also want to thank you for che continuing assistance 
CAST has provided the Committee. Increasingly, the is­
sues confronting agriculture are emotion laden and ob­
jective inputs such as your group have provided are in­
valuable. 
Another member of the Senate Agricultural Committee, Senator 
James 0. Eastland, wrote to Black in 1977 about the report on "Hor-
monally Active Substances in Foods: A Safety Evaluation;" 
I appreciate very much the tremendous amount of work 
that has to go into the assemblying of the information 
and making it available. I appreciate more particularly 
it being made available to me and other Members of the 
Congress. Your organization renders a tremendous service 
in putting to rest some of the fear created by the scare 
tactics of the pessimists for human safety. 
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The second ranking minority member of the House Committee on 
Agriculture, Congressman Keith G. Sebelius of the 1st District of 
Kansas, has written this about CAST : 
I am most appreciative of the efforts of Dr. Charles Black 
and the Council for Agriculture [sic] and Science Technology 
in attempting to communicate rational, scientific and ac­
curate information on important issues affecting agricul­
ture . 
Special briefing sessions by CAST authorities, responses to 
individual members' questions and requests, and the many 
excellent reports on numerous technical issues facing 
government have been most helpful in the development of 
sound legislation in both the House and Senate Agriculture 
Committees. CAST's background information and contributions 
in developing the research title of the 1977 Food and 
Agriculture Act and amendments to the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act were particularly appreciated 
during the first session of the 95th Congress. Other com­
mittees have also welcomed your reports on energy, environ­
mental issues and questions involving toxic substances and 
the Food and Drug Administration. 
We always find your approach to be fair and reasoned. Speaking 
personally, I wish more members of Congress and Washington 
decision-makers would more fully use this valuable informa­
tional resource.16 
Executive agencies of the federal government have been major 
target audiences of CAST reports. Sometimes they have not taken 
kindly to the findings of the scientists, as in the EPA hearings re­
ported earlier. Other times these materials have been welcomed. 
An official of the U.S. Energy Research and Development Administra­
tion wrote to Black about the CAST report on "Energy Use in Agricul­
ture: Now and for the Future:" 
This is a very good summary of a complex matter and I 
would like to assure that other interested persons in ERDA 
have a chance to read it. Would it be possible for you to 
send me an additional five copies? These should prove 
helpful to my associates in the agency. 
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The Environmental Protection Agency has been the target audience 
for more CAST reports than any other executive agency. In 1976 it 
asked CAST to prepare a report on the "Application of Sewage Sludge 
to Cropland: Apparaisal of Potential Hazards of Heavy Metals to 
Plants and Animals." A senior EPA official took the occasion of 
Science magazine articles concerning the controversy over ESA member­
ship to give this testimony: 
The only formal role played by C.A.S.T. in the preparation 
of the report was to provide some of the funds required to 
bring the researchers together to draft the report, set 
general guidelines by which the report was written, and pro­
vide minor editing of the final draft. 
I would like to compliment C.A.S.T. for their impartial in­
volvement, but strong interest, in the development of this 
fine report. It represents the type of task effort that Dr. 
Charles A. Black, C.A.S.T.'s executive vice president and a 
member of the Agronomy Department at Iowa State University, 
has indicated that C.A.S.T. was formed to address — namely 
multi-disciplinary agricultural related concerns that can 
best be addressed by a group of scientists of numerous 
disciplines from many scientific societies.^® 
Not all EPA officials are as enthusiastic about CAST task force 
reports, which tends to highlight the continuing need for clie organiza­
tion. The February 15, 1978 issue of Pesticide & Toxic Chemical News 
carried a story headlined, "BREIDENBACH SAYS CAST HAS 'SERIOUSLY 
TWISTED' OSHA'S CANCER POLICY." The article said; 
Dr. Andrew Breidenbach, an EPA official involved with 
consultations with OSHA about cancer policy, called the 
CAST statement "a very seriously twisted" interpretation 
of OSHA's intent.19 
The article then continued: 
After seeing CAST's remarks on OSHA's proposal, a second 
EPA official said that CAST "was up to dirty tricks." 
Recently, Pesticide & Toxic Chemical News published a story 
on CAST comments on EPA "interim" procedures published in 
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May 1976 saying how EPA would assess cancer risks from 
chemicals. 
CAST assembled a committee of 13 "experts" to comment on 
the EPA procedures. The article in PTCN contained some 
highlights of the group's effort but quoted unnamed EPA 
officials as calling the report "pure propaganda." 
Jan. 23, EPA Administrator Costle, Deputy Administrator 
Blum and apparently all EPA Assistant Administrators re­
ceived a letter from CAST noting the quote in PTCN and de­
manding from EPA a "scientific, point-by-point response" 
to the CAST report. 
By "papering the Agency," the second official said, CAST 
was trying to elicit different responses and thus "divide 
and conquer." 
The CAST letters have been collected and now are in the 
offices of the EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group (CAG). 
Dr. Elizabeth Anderson, CAG's executive secretary, called 
CAST'S comments, "unique," and added that the Agency probably 
would respond to CAST individually. She said the same could 
not be done for the 50 to 100 other comments which EPA has 
received on the May 1976 document."20 
It would seem that to be singled out from a group of 50 to 100 
others to receive a reply is something of a tribute to the importance 
CAST has earned within EPA. 
The news media have sometimes been the target audiences for CAST 
reports, though copies of all reports are widely distributed to 
interested communicators. It is interesting to note that CAST's 
reputation for scientific accuracy and integrity has reached the news 
media, too, as indicated by letters from editors and writers who are 
usually not receptive to receiving more paper in their daily mail. 
The editor of the American Agriculturist wrote; 
You know, we receive a mountain of material every day 
...but I think your organization is one which we 
not turn down in terms of receiving information. 
should 
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CAST reports are accepted as useful and as effective by their 
target audiences insofar as they are successful in presenting accurate 
scientific material. A more detailed study should be made to determine 
more precisely how these documents are influencing decision-makers and 
the public policy process. 
CAST has emphasized the preparation and dissemination of task 
force reports on critical issues identified by the governing group. 
Even though it is a young organization, it has not lost its innovative 
capabilities. Increasing amounts of time have been devoted to improving 
the quality of science information appearing in the mass media, especially 
in the daily press and on national television. CAST's first two publica­
tions attacked that problem. One of the early adaptations of the 
task force reporting process was the review of the science content of 
television documentaries. 
Some quick responses have been prepared by individuals and small 
groups to inaccurate magazines and newspaper articles. 
This sort o£ continual eoucatiou abouL science appears to be 
necessary in order that misleading and inaccurate material is not 
left unchallenged in the arena of public opinion. Hov?ever, there are 
serious doubts as to the effectiveness of such efforts. It is well-
documented that television is an entertainment medium, and that visual 
impact is more important than idea quality or objectivity. Communica­
tion research also indicates that reporters write for their editors 
rather than for their readers, and while editors are guided by their 
perceptions of their readers, ntjre often than not these are mistaken. 
Ihus there appears to be a fundamental difference between the function 
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of the press in a democracy, and the function of science in that same 
democracy. Ironically, both depend upon and are supportive of individual 
initiative and public responsibility, and seemingly the alternative of 
a government controlled press and science would present far worse 
situations than those now facing CAST. 
No evaluation of CAST could be complete without recognition of the 
commitment to its success given by the administrators of the College of 
Agriculture of Iowa State University, notably Dean Kolmer, Associate 
Director Mahlstede, and Agronomy Department Head Pesek. Without their 
willingness to provide space and facilities, plus the time of Black, it 
is doubtful that CAST could have been launched. It seems likely that 
it might have died somewhere in the 1972 to 1973 period, between the 
incorporation and the time when it became evident that adequate funding 
was not to be available to open an office in Washington, D.C. 
The president of one of the CAST member societies, also an em­
ployee of one of the world's leading seed companies, expressed his 
appreciation this way to Kolmer: 
As a graduate of Iowa State University, I am very proud 
of the cooperation that the University has extended to 
CAST. CAST has been the most effective "spokesman" for 
agricultural science in the history of this country. 
It is the most effective means that the average agricul­
turalist has to add his voice to the call for reasonableness 
to the environmental and food contamination controversies 
of the present day. 
Again, on behalf of a small group of people in agriculture, 
I wanted to thank you and Iowa State University for your 
very real support of and cooperation with CAST. Not only 
is the University gaining stature in the eyes of the 
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agricultural community through the outstanding work of Dr. 
Black and his association with Iowa State University, but 
the agricultural community and the American citizen are 
gaining immeasurable benefits.22 
Leaders within the Land-Grant university system have also recognized 
the tremendous contribution of ISU in providing a beginning home for 
CAST, as indicated by this letter to Kolmer from the Dean of Agricul­
ture at Ohio State University: 
I have been meaning to write to you for some time to ex­
press the deep appreciation which my co-workers and I here 
at The Ohio State University feel regarding the activities 
of Charles A. Black and the CAST organization. We are con­
vinced that without the tremendous effort which Charlie and 
those who have worked with him in the CAST organization have 
exerted. Congress would have inflicted our nation with an 
even greater number of "bad laws" than has already occurred. 
It just seems to me and to my associates that our nation's 
agricultural industry and more directly, our nation's Land-
Grant Colleges and Universities, owe a tremendous debt of 
gratitude to the Iowa State University and its College of 
Agriculture for the support which has been provided to Dr. 
Charlie Black and all those who have worked with him in the 
CAST organization. I sincerely hope that you will find it 
possible to continue your institution's support of Charlie 
and the good work which he and his associates are doing on 
behalf of our nation's agricultural industry.23 
The period covered by this study of CAST, from the birth of the 
idea late in 1970 through the first years and ending in 1975, include 
the period in which CAST may accurately be described as a one-man 
operation. That man, of course, was Dr. Charles A. Black. He gave 
leadership to the idea, then to its crystallization as an organization, 
and finally took on the responsibility of shaping it into an operating 
entity. It is seldom possible for one person to carry an innovation 
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through to such a level of success. Again, Dr. Roy M. Kottman, the 
Dean of Agriculture at Ohio State, described it best: 
While I realize full well that a great many dedicated 
scientists in agriculture and natural resources have worked 
diligently to prepare the various CAST responses to the 
wide range of threats which have confronted our nation's 
agricultural industry of these past ten years, it has re­
mained the task of Charlie Black, working tirelessly and with­
out fanfare, to keep CAST moving forward in its mission of 
providing accurate information about agricultural science to 
members of the United States Congress and to all others who 
have sought unbiased information concerning the full-range 
of regional and national concerns which have impacted our 
nation's agricultural industry since the mid-1960's. 
It is perhaps unique in the annals of agricultural science 
to have had a bench scientist like Dr. Charles A. Black 
whose efforts have, for more than a quarter century, been 
devoted to the building of a distinguished career as a 
soils scientist, respond to the broader challenge which he 
saw confronting agriculture at a time when all of science 
was suspect and when practices and procedures essential 
to our capital-intensive U.S. agriculture was under siege. 
My observation of American agriculture over these past ten 
years leads me to believe that without the efforts of Dr. 
Charles A. Black, CAST would never have been formed much 
less developed to the point that it was the most highly 
respected of all among the several protagonists for agricul­
tural science in the public arena.^ 
More than two years have passed since CAST ceased to be a one-
man operation, but it continues to gain its strength and credibility 
from Black. The small staff that he has built is devoted to the house-
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on the important, science-related matters. While he occasionally 
likes to characterize himself as "merely an absent-minded professor 
whose activities were molded by the force of circumstances into an 
25 
area that does not fit my inherent abilities," he has devoted 
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himself completely to his second career. He is so committed to 
continuing with CAST that he has even arranged for the third edition 
of his book, Soil-Plant Relationships, to be prepared by a former 
student. 
The foundations laid for CAST through 1975 have stood firm through 
the succeeding years, again a credit to the planning and the work of Black. 
Yet the continuing growth and success of CAST places new pressures on 
him and on the organization. The key to CAST has been and remains to 
be Black. Are there other scientists with the skill and dedication to 
the cause to succeed him at such time as he may step aside? 
At this point in time it would be easy to come to the conclusion 
that CAST would quickly wither and die without Black, for few scientists 
have his combination of skills, the whole-hearted support of their 
administrators, and almost none have his dedication to the cause of 
a clear voice for agricultural science. To accept this would be to 
underrate the commitment of the agricultural science societies to CAST, 
pnrî  t*mncc no-î  r»** ^hat* "R I «4n H +- or-ojat-o fmi- cAlf — 
employment but only stepped in to fill a void. A CAST without Black 
will probably take on a different form, but if one is to believe in 
the need for such an organization, one must visualize its future beyond 
the lifetime of a single individual. Innovation must be a process, 
not a state. 
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APPENDIX A. SUMMARY OF PRODUCTION FACTORS 
FOR CAST REPORTS, 1973-1975^ 
^Source,"List of Documents Completed and in Preparation," 15 April 
1977, and CAST file. 
No. Tit le 
Task 
force 
Date members 
1 Surface Mining Reclamation 5-73 
Comments on HamiIton Stan- 6-9-73 9 
dard Division of United 
Aircraft Corporation's "De­
velopment Document for E:f-
fluent Limitations Guide­
lines and Standards of per­
formance: FeedlotIndustry" 
Comments Developed by a 6-20-73 16 
Task Force of the Council 
for Agricultural Science 
and Technology on the Docu­
ment Entitled "Methods, 
Practices and Procedures 
for Controlling Pollution 
from Non-Point Sources of 
Agricultural Pollution" 
Comments on Ben Holt Compa- 8-19-73 14 
ny's "Development Document 
for Effluent Limitations 
Guidelines and Standards of 
Performance for the Canned 
& Preserved Fruits & Vege­
tables Industry" 
Comments on "Information on 8-28-73 15 
Methods to Control Pollution 
from Mining Activities," a 
Document Prepared for the 
Task Weeks 
force Text Original Target working 
meeting pages /review audience time 
Washington 4 Original Congress 10 
mid-Ap ri1 (Sen. 
Jackson) 
St. Louis 9 Review EPA 3 
July 2-3 
None 16 Review EPA 3 
St. Louis 12 Review EPA 3 
Sep. 13-14 
None 16 Review EPA 3 
Environmental Protection 
Agency by Skelly and Loy 
and Penn Environmental Con­
sultants, Inc. 
6 Comments on "Methods for 9-3-73 20 
Identifying and Evaluating 
the Nature and Extent of 
Nonpoint Sources of Pollu­
tants," a Document Pre­
pared for the Environmental 
Protection Agency by the 
Midwest Research Institute 
7 Preventive Weed Control 9-10-73 1 
8 Comments on "Economic Anal- 9-2.'5-73 7 
ysis of Proposed Effluent 
Guidelines: Feedlot In­
dustry" 
9 Comments on "Feedlots Gate- 10-4-73 9 
gory: Effluent: Limitations 
Guidelines for Existing 
Sources and Standards of 
Performance and Pretreat-
ment Standards for New 
Sources" 
10 Comments on "Development 10-4-73 9 
Document for Proposed Ef­
fluent Limitations Guide­
lines and New Source Per­
formance Standards for the 
Feedlots Point Source Cate­
gory" 
11 DDT, with Special Reference 10- 5-73 1 
to the Tussock Moth In­
festation of Douglas Fir in 
the Northwest 
12 Review of the U.S. Depart- 10-13-73 5 
ment of Agriculture's "Ag-
None 33 Review EPA 
None 1-1/2 Original Congress 
St. Louis 7 Review EPA 
Sep. 24-25 
None 1 Review EPA 2 ^ 
00 
None 1 Review EPA 
None 3-1/2 Original Congress 
(Cong. 
Symms) 
None 7 Review Congress 
Title Date 
ricultural Supply & Demand 
Estimates Outlook 73" 
13 Evaluation of the U.S. 11-5-73 
Treasury's Proposed "Limi­
tation on Artificial Ac­
counting Losses" and the 
Potential Impact on U.S. 
Agriculture 
14 Energy in Agriculture 11-26-73 
15 Comments on "Canned and 12-4-73 
Preserved Fruits and Vege­
tables Processing Industry 
Category — Proposed Efflu­
ent Limitations Guidelines 
for Existing Sources and 
Standards for New Sources 
16 Comments on the "Develop- 12-4-73 
ment Document for Proposed 
Effluent Limitations Guide­
lines and New Source Per­
formance Standards for the 
Citrus, Apple and Potato 
Segment of the Canned and 
Preserved Fruits and Vege­
tables Processing Point 
Source Category 
17 Comments on the "Economic 12-5-73 
Analysis of Proposed Ef­
fluent Guidelines : Fruit 
& Vegetable Processing 
Industry 
Task Task 
force force Text Original Target 
meeting meeting pages /review audience 
Weeks 
working 
time 
7 St. Louis 11 Review Congress 4 
Oct. 23-24 (Cong. 
Sisk) 
13 St. Louis 16 Original Congress 4 
14 None 8 Review EPA 8 
14 None 1 Review Review 8 
6 None 2 Review EPA n/i 
18 Supplemental Comments on 12-7-73 14 
the "Development Document 
for Proposed Effluent 
Limitations Guidelines and 
New Source Performance 
Standards for the Citrus, 
Apple and Potato Segment of 
the Canned and Preserved 
Fruits and Vegetable Pro­
cessing Point Source Cate­
gory" 
19 The Impact of an Interna- 12-73 8 
tional Food Bank 
20 The U.S. Grain-Marketing 12-28-73 12 
System under Stress 
21 The U.S. Fertilizer 12-28-73 9 
Situation and Outlook 
22 Efficiency in Animal 1-18-74 7 
Feeding with Particular 
Reference to Nonnutritive 
Feed Additives 
23 Livestock Grazing on 1-22-74 15 
Federal Lands in the 
Eleven Western States 
24 Environmental Impact Anal- 2-74 10 
ysis Reports and Environ­
mental Impact Statements 
25 Comments on "Proposed 4-19-74 13 
Criteria for Water Quality, 
Volume 1, Quality of Water 
for Irrigation" 
26 Comnents on "Proposed Cri- 4-19-74 20 
teria for Water Quality, 
Volume 1, Quality of Water 
for Livestock 
None Review EPA n/i 
Chicago 
Nov. 15-17 
Chicago 
Nov. 27 
None 
None 
Salt Lake 
City 
Dec. 13-15 
Chicago 
Sep. 20 
None 
16 
16 
16 
87 
18 
16 
11 
Original Congress 
(Cong. 
Symms) 
Original Congress 
(Sen. 
Huddleston) 
Original Congress 
(Sen. 
Huddleston) 
Original Congress 
(Cong. 
Fountain) 
Original Congress 
(Cong. 
Symms) 
Original FDA 
12 
24 
o 
Review EPA 
None 10 Review EPA 
No. Title Date 
27 The Concepts oi: Zero-Dis- 4-1!) -74 
charge and Linkage in 
Development of Criteria for 
Regulating the Quality of 
Water for Irrigation and 
for Drinking by Livestock 
28 Comments on "Shipments of 4-2() -74 
Pesticides for Experimental 
Use" 
29 Review of the Bureau of 6-10-74 
Land Management's "Draft 
Environmental Impact State­
ment : Livestock Grazing 
Management on National 
Resource Lands" 
30 An Approach to Evaluation 7-23-74 
of Rural Transportation 
Needs and Problems in the 
United States 
31 Zero Concepts in Air, Water, 8-12-74 
and Food Quality Legislation 
32 Comments on the Environmen- 8-26-74 
tal Protection Agency's 
Draft Version of "Experi­
mental Use Permits" for Re­
search on Pesticides 
33 DDT Residues in Apple 9-6-74 
Pomace 
Task 
force 
meeting 
Task 
force 
meeting 
Text Original Target 
pages /review audience 
Weeks 
working 
time 
None Review EPA 
6 Chicago 
Apr. 18 
14 None 
Review EPA 
14 Review BIM & 
Cong. 
Symms 
15 
12 
6 
Kansas City 27 
June 26-28 
St. Louis 
Aug. 31 
None 
25 
12 
Original Congress 
(Sen. 
Huddleston) 
Original Congress 
Review EPA 
52 
2 
None Review EPA 
34 Aldrin and Dieldrln in 9-9-74 16 
Agriculture 
35 Rural Development 11 19-74 11 
36 The Contribution of Range- 11-28-74 17 
lands to the Supply of Red 
Meat : A Review of USDA 
Proposals 
37 Fertilizer Practices and 1-25-75 12 
Efficiency of Use 
38 Land Resource Use and Pro- 1-28-75 12 
tection 
39 The Phenoxy Herbicides 2-1-75 15 
40 Potential for Energy 2-6-75 16 
Conservation in Agricul­
tural Production 
41 Utilization of Animal 2-19-75 16 
Manures and Sewage 
Sludges in Food and Fiber 
Production 
42 Erosion and Sedimentation 2-27-75 23 
in the Loessi.al Region of 
Washington, Idaho, and 
Oregon 
43 Review of "Control of Water 5-12-75 24 
Pollution from Cropland. 
Volume 1 — A Manual for 
Guideline Development" 
44 The Environmental Protec- 5-13-75 6 
tion Agency's Regulations 
St. Louis 
Sep. 5-6 
St. Louis 
Sep. 15-17 
Denver 
Oct. 31-
Nov. 1 
None 
Des Moines 
Dec. 2-4 
Denver 
Nov. 20-22 
St. Louis 
Jan. 6-8 
None 
None 
10 
15 
22 
30 
21 
29 
Kansas City 22 
Dec. 10-12 
13 
15 
Original Pacific 
Legal 
Foundation 
Original Congres» 
(Sen. 
Humphrey) 
Review USDA 
(Sec'y 
Butz) 
Original 
Original 
Original 
Original 
Original 
Congress 
(Sen. 
Talmadge) 
Congress 
(Sen. 
Talmadge) 
Congress, 
EPA, Wise. 
Secy, of Ag. 
Congress 
(Sen. 
Talmadge) 
Congress 
(Sen. 
Talmadge) 
Original EPA & state 
governments 
in ID, OR, 
& WA 
Review USDA 
10 
10 
12 
12 
12 
10 
12 
28 
U) 
N) 
None 12 Review Congress 
Task Task Weeks 
force force Text Original Target working 
No. Title Date meeting meeting pages /review audience time 
on Experimental Use Per­
mits for Research on 
Pesticides 
45 Multiple Use of Public 7-11-75 20 Salt Lake 36 Original Congress 12 
Lands in the Seventeen City (Cong. 
Western States Apr. 24-26 Symms) 
46 Effects of Herbicides in 8-7-75 3 Chicago 14 Original News 2 
Vietnam and Their Rela­ July 29 media 
tion to Herbicide Use in 
the United States 
47 Chlordane and Heptachlor 10-3-75 22® St. Louis 71 Original EPA 40 
48 CBS Cancer Bogeyman 10-16-75 5 Telephone^ 2 Review Congress, 1 
News media 
49 Review of "Economic Impact 10-20-75 4 Chicago 9 Review EPA 8 
of Proposed Guidelines for Sep. 7-8 
Registering Pesticides in 
the United States" 
50 Review of "Best Management 10-21-75 10 None 6 Review EPA 3 
Practice Implementation 
Procedure for Nonirri-
gated Crop Production Non-
point Source Pollution" 
51 Review of "Best Management 10-21-75 10 None 3 Review EPA 3 
Practices" 
*Also included 11 consultants. 
^Task force conferred by conference telephone call following the television program being re 
viewed. 
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APPENDIX B. CHART OF TERMS OF CAST 
-1 BOARD OF DIRECTORS THROUGH 1975 
1973 1974 
1972 
(Founding Group) 1975 
President Charles A. Black-
Edwln A. Crosby/ 
J. Ritchie Cowan C. E. Howes-
President-Elect C. E. Howes- B. P. Cardon-
Past President Charles A. Black J. Ritchie Cowan 
Executive Vice President Charles A.Black 
Membei^ct-Large C. E. Howes- R. H. White-Stevi 
Member-at-Large G. E. VanRlper-
Member-at-Large J. Ritchie Cowan/ Edwin A. Crosby (1) 
Member-at-Large D. E. Becker (2)- B. P. Cardon- G. F. Warren-
Representing Individual 
Members 
K. C. Barrons-
R. H. White-Steyens(3)/_ 
J. W. Pendleton 
American Society for 
Horticultural Science 
Edwin A. Crosby John P. Mahlstede-
A. L. Kenworthy August E. Kehr 
!2 
American Society 
of Agronomy 
J. Ritchie Cowan 
Charles A. Black 
M. Stelly 
Werner L. Nelson 
Richard F. Holland 
American Society 
of 
Animal Science 
D. E. Becker 
Crop Science Society 
of America 
Glen P. Lofgreen 
B. P. Cardon 0. D. Butler-
Stewart H. Fowler 
J. F. Carter-
Society of Nematologists G. B. Bergeson 0. I!. Good-
Soil Science Society 
of America 
S. R. 01 sen Roland D. Hauck-
Ralph J. McCracken-
American Forage & 
Grassland Council G. E. VanRlper W. E. Barksdale 
Poultry Science Association 
1 I WnnA 
C. E. Howes W. H. Ott-
-i r 
"1 Robert E. Frans I 9f Ai"?riw L. L. Daniel son 1 G. F. Warren-
Council on Soil Testing & Plant Analysis J. Benton Jones 
Association of Official Seed Analysts Don F. Grat^-
American Society 
of Agricultural 
Engineers 
Arnold L. Larson 
J. W. Crane-
K. K. Barnes-
G. L. Nelson -
American Meteorological Society W. E. Marlatt 
Southpm Wnnd Srii^ncp Sncwfy I^P^ul U. $Antelm*nn 
Rural Sociological Society Gerald E. Klonglan 
111 Kdwi 
U) I) K. |:l| K. H 
Ixrrs. 
American College of Veterinary Toxicologists 
\ Crosby wjis chosen as President-Elect in January 1973 but was unable to accept. ). Ritchie 
III! was ejected to succeed htm. and Crosby was ncmed to Cowan's seat as Member-at-Large. 
Bncker was Treasurer until the Executive Vice Presidency was created in 1974. 
White Stevens was elected as a representative of individual members, then was immediately 
2 Member a! Large.}. W. Pendleton succeeded him as representative of the Individual mem-
W.B.Buck— 
American Dairy 
Science Association 
^Source: "CAST Board of Directors — 1972 to Present," CAST file. 
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APPENDIX C. MEMBERS OF THE ORGANIZING CCMMITTEE 
AND BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF CAST, 1970-1975 
Name and CAST Responsibilities 
Barksdale, William E. 
Cook Industries, Inc. 
Representative, American Forage 
and Grassland Council, March 
1973 to December 1975 
Barnes, Kenneth K. 
University of Arizona 
Representative, American Society 
of Agricultural Engineers, 
mid-1974 to February 1976 
Member-at-Large, February 1976 
to February 1977 
Barrons, Keith C. 
Dow Chemical U.S.A. 
Representative, Individual 
Members, February 1974 to 
February 1977 
Becker, D. E. 
University of Illinois 
Attended Task Force Meeting, 
December 1970 
Member of Planning Committee, 
December 1970 to March 1972 
Interim Board, March 1972 to 
January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 (for ASAS) 
Treasurer, March 1972 to February 
1974 
Member-at-Large, January 1973 to 
February 1974 
Bergeson, G. B. 
Purdue University 
Interim Board, March to May 1972 
Incorporator, May 1972 (for SON) 
Black, Charles A. 
Iowa State University 
Attended Task Force Meeting, 
December 1970 
Member Society Presidency 
American Forage and 
Grassland Council, 1974 
American Society of Agricultural 
Engineers, President-Elect, 1977 
(Died July 1977) 
American Society of 
Animal Science, 1970 
Soil Science Society 
of America, 1962 
American Society of Agronomy, 
1971 
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Chairman of Planning Committee 
Efecember 1970 to March 1972 
Chairman of Interim Board, 
March 1972 to January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 (for ASA) 
President, January 1973 to 
February 1974 
Executive Vice President, February 
1974-
Brandow, George F. 
Pennsylvania State University 
Attended Task Force Meeting, 
December 1970 
Member of Planning Committee, 
December 1970 to March 1972 
Buck, William B. American College of Veterinary 
Iowa State University Toxicologists, 1975 
Representative, American College 
of Veterinary Toxicologists, 
mid-1975 to March 1976 
Butler, 0. D. American Society of 
Texas A6M University Animal Science, 1971 
Representative, American Society 
of Animal Science, February 
1974-
Cardon, B. P. 
Arizona Feeds, Inc. 
Representative, American Society 
to February 1974 
Member-at-Large, February 1974 to 
February 1975 
President-Elect, February 1975-
President, February 1976 to 
February 1977 
Past President, February 1977 to 
February 1978 
Crop Science Society 
of America, 1972 
Carter, J. F. 
North Dakota State University 
Interim Board, March 1972 to 
January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 
Representative, Crop Science 
Society of America, January 
1973 to February 1977 
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President-Elect, February 1977 to 
February 1978 
President, February 1978-
Cowan, J. Ritchie 
Oregon State University 
Interim Board, March 1972 tc 
January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 
Member-at-Large, January to 
April 1973 
President-Elect, April 1973 to 
February 1974 
President, February 1974 to 
February 1975 
Past President, February 1975 
to February 1976 
Crop Science Society 
of America, 1960 
Aserican Society 
of Agronomy, 1972 
American Forage and 
Grassland Council, 1972 
Crane, Jack W. 
Sperry Rand Corporation, New Holland 
Division 
Representative, American Society 
of Agricultural Engineers, 
mid-1974-
Crosby, Edwin A. American Society for 
National Food Processors Association Horticultural Science, 1977 
Attended Task Force Meeting, 
December 1970 
Consultant to Planning Committee 
December 1970 to March 1972 
Interim Board, March 1972 to 
January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 (for ASHS) 
President-Elect, January to April 
1973 
Member-at-Large, April 1973-
Danielson, L. L. Weed Science Society 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, of America, 1970 
Agricultural Research Service 
Attended Task Force Meeting, 
December 1970 
Interim Board, March 1972 to 
January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 (for WSSA) 
Fowler, Stewart H. 
Texas A5M University 
Representative, American Society of 
Animal Science, February 1974-
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Frans, Robert E. 
University of Arkansas 
Representative, Weed Science Society 
of America, February 1975 to 
December 1976 
Good, J. M. Society of Nematologists, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Extension 1970 
Service 
Representative, Society of Nema­
tologists, January 1973 to February 
1976 
Grabe, Don F. Association of Official 
Oregon State University Seed Analysts, 1976 
Representative, Association of Of­
ficial Seed Analysts, mid-1973 to 
mid-1975 
Hauck, Roland D. 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
Representative, Soil Science Society 
of America, January 1973 to 
February 1976 
Holland, Richard F. 
DeKalb AgResearch 
Representative, American Society of 
Agronomy, February 1973 to February 
1977 
Howes, C. E. 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State 
University 
Attended Task Force Meeting, 
December 1970 
Member of Planning Committee, 
December 1970 to March 1972 
Interim Board, March 1972 to 
January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 (for PSA) 
Member-at-Large, January 1973 to 
February 1974 
President-Elect, February 1974 to 
February 1975 
President, February 1975 to February 
1976 
Past President, February 1976 to 
February 1977 
Washington Liaison, February 1977-
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Jones, J. Benton, Jr. 
University of Georgia 
Representative, Council on Soil 
Testing and Plant Analysis, 
January 1973-
Kenworthy, A. L. 
Michigan State University 
Attended Task Force Meeting, 
December 1970 
Member of Planning Committee, 
December 1970 to March 1972 
Interim Board, March 1972 to 
January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 (for ASHS) 
Representative, American Society 
for Horticultural Science, 
January to mid-1973 
Kehr, August E. 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Agricultural Research Service 
Representative, American Society 
for Horticultural Science, 
mid-1973 to February 1976 
Klonglan, Gerald E. 
Iowa State University 
Representative, Rural Sociological 
Society, April 1975 to February 
1978 
Council on Soil Testing 
and Plant Analysis, 1970 
American Society for 
Horticultural Science, 1971 
Larsen, Arnold L. 
Colorado State university 
Representative, Association of Of­
ficial Seed Analysts, mid-1975 
to mid-1976 
Lofgreen, Glen P. 
University of California at El Centro 
Representative, American Society of 
Animal Science, mid-1973 to 
February 1977 
Mahlstede, John P. 
Iowa State University 
Representative, American Society 
for Horticultural Science, 
January 1973 to February 1977 
American Society of 
Animal Science, 1971 
American Society for 
Horticultural Science, 1972 
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Marlatt, William E. 
Colorado State University 
Representative, American Meteorological 
Society, mid-1974 to February 
1978 
Member-at-Large, February 1978-
McCracken, Ralph J. Soil Science Society 
North Carolina State University and U.S. of America, 1971 
Department of Agriculture, Agricul­
tural Research Service 
Representative, Soil Science Society 
of America, January 1973 to 
February 1978 
Ex Officio Representative, Agricul­
tural Research Institute, February 
1978-
Nelson, Gordon L. 
Ohio State University 
Representative, American Society of 
Agricultural Engineers, mid-1974-
Nelson, W, L. 
Potash/Phosphate Institute 
Representative, American Society 
of Agronomy, March 1973-
Soil Science Society 
of America, 1961 
American Society of Agronomy, 
1969 
Olsen, S. R. 
Colorado State University 
Interim Board, March 1972 to 
January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 (for SSSA) 
Soil Science Society 
of America, 1972 
Ott, Walther H. 
Merck and Company 
Representative, Poultry Science As­
sociation, mid-1974 to February 
1976 
Member-at-Large, February 1976-
Poultry Science 
Association, 1972 
Pendleton, J. W. 
University of Wisconsin 
Representative, Individual Members, 
February 1974 to February 1976 
Member-at-Large, February 1976-
American Society of Agronomy, 
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SantéImann, Paul W. 
Oklahoma State University 
Southern Weed Science 
Society, 1975 
Representative, Southern Weed 
Science Society, February 1975 
to February 1978 
Stelly, Matthias 
American Society of Agronomy 
Interim Board, March 1972 to 
January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 (for ASA) 
VanRiper, Gordon E. American Forage and 
Deere and Company, and JayDee Equipment Grassland Council, 1971 
Interim Board, March 1972 to 
January 1973 
Incorporator, May 1972 (for AFGC) 
Member-at-Large, January 1973 to 
Representative, Weed Science Society 
of America, mid-1973 to February 
1975 
Member-at-Large, February 1975 to 
February 1976 
President-Elect, February 1976 to 
February 1977 
President, February 1977 to February 
1978 
Past President, February 1978-
Rutgers University 
Representative, Individual Members, 
February 1974 
Member-at-Large, February 1974 to 
February 1978 
February 1976 
Warren, G. F. 
Purdue University 
Weed Science Society 
of America, 1964-1966 
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